S  Environmental 

388. 132     assessment    and 
T6yrb  "nat  iomride" 

1999  proeramiMt  ic 

sect  ion    4(  f ) 
evaluation     for    BR 
568-  1(  8)1 


Environmental  Assessment  and 

"Nationwide"  Programmatic 

Section  £,(t)  Evaluation 


Yellowstone  River  Bridge 

Northwest  of  Pompei/s  Pillar  •  Yellowstone  County,  Montana 

BR  568-1(8)1  •CN2431 

•STATE  DOCUMENTS  COLLECTION 

April  1999 

MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 

1515  E.  6th  AVE. 
HELENA,  MONTANA  59620 


I 


Prepared 

for  the 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 


3  0864  0014    4398  8 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSEMENT 

and 
"Nationwide"  PROGRAMMATIC  Section  4(f)  EVALUATION 

FOR 

BR  568-1(8)1 

YELLOWSTONE  RIVER  BRIDGE  -  NW  of  POMPEYS  PILLAR 

(P.M.S.  Control  #2431) 

IN 

YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY,  MONTANA 

This  document  is  prepared  in  conformance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA)  requirements  and  contains  the  information  required  for  an  Environmental 
Assessment  under  the  provisions  of  ARM  18.2.237(2)  and  18.2.239.  It  is  also  prepared 
in  conformance  with  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requirements  for  an 
Environmental  Assessment  under  23  CFR  771.119,  and  Section  4(f)  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  under  23  CFR  771.135. 

Submitted  pursuant  to  42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C),  49  U.S.C.  303, 
and  Sections  75-1-201  &  2-3-104,  M.C.A. 

by  the 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 

and  the 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 


Submitted  by: 


Reviewed  & 
Approved  for 
Distribution: 


nft/U. 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
Environmental  Services 


Date:     ^>?7 


Date: 


f-ZS-ff 


Federal  Highway  Administration 
The  following  persons  may  be  contacted  for  additional  information  concerning  this  document: 


Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E. 
Environmental  Services  Manager 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Ave.,  PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  Montana  59620-1001 


Dale  W.  Paulson, 

Program  Development  Engineer 

Region  #8,  Montana  Division 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

2880  Skyway  Drive 

Helena,  Montana  59602 


R:\33984\004\EAFORMWPD 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2013 


http://archive.org/details/environmentalass33mont 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY ES-1 

I.  PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION  1 

A.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 1 

B.  LOCATION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 1 

C.  NEED  FOR  PROPOSED  PROJECT 3 

Current  Deficiencies    3 

Bridge  Use  3 

Safety  and  Efficiency 3 

D.  FUNDING 4 

II.  ALTERNATIVES  5 

A.  ALTERNATIVES  WARRANTING  DETAILED  EVALUATION 8 

1 .  Alternative  C    8 

2.  Alternative  F  (MDT's  Preferred  Alternative) 8 

B.  DISMISSED  ALTERNATIVES    10 

1 .  "No-Build"  Alternative  10 

2.  Rehabilitation  Alternative  10 

3.  Alternative  A   10 

4.  Alternative  B    10 

5.  Alternative  D   1 1 

6.  Alternative  E 1 1 

III.  IMPACTS    12 

A.  SOCIAL 12 

1 .  Relocation 12 

2.  E.O.  m98/Title  VI 12 

3.  Travel/ Access 12 

4.  Recreation 13 

5.  Pedestrian/Bicyclists   14 

B.  ECONOMIC  14 

1 .  Land  Use 14 

2.  Farmlands 15 

3.  Irrigation 15 

4.  Local  and  Regional  Economics 15 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL   16 

1.  Floodplains  (E.O.  11988) 16 

2.  Seeding/Erosion  Control  16 

3.  Water  Quality 17 

4.  Wetlands  (E.O.  11990) IV 

5.  Threatened/Endangered  (T/E)  Species     21 

6.  Biological  Resources 22 

7.  Cultural/ Archaeological/Historical  Resources 23 

8.  Noise 25 

9.  Visual  25 

10.  Air  Quality 29 

1 1 .  Hazardous  Waste 29 


12.  ParklandsASVc  Hon  6(f)  -  NL&  WCF  Act 29 

1 3.  Section  4(f)  -  U.S.D.o. T.Act 30 

D.  CONSTRUCTION   30 

E.  SECONDARY  &  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 30 

1 .  Utilities 30 

2.  Other  Pending  Actions 31 

F.  PERMITS  REQUIRED 32 

IV.  COMMENTS  &  COORDINATION 33 

A.  PUBLIC  AGENCIES .33 

1.  List  of  Agencies  with  Jurisdiction  and/or  Permitting  Authority 33 

2.  List  of  Other  Agencies  Contacted  or  Contributing  Information 33 

B.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT   34 

C.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 35 

V.  NATIONWIDE  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION  FOR  MINOR  IMPACTS 37 

VI.  APPENDICES 

A.  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 

B.  STRUCTURAL  INVENTORY  &  APPRAISAL  FORMS 

C.  SHPO  CONCURRENCE  ON  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

D.  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

E.  AGENCY  CORRESPONDENCE 

F.  PUBLIC  MEETING  INFORMATION  AND  COMMENTS 

G.  PROJECT  CHRONOLOGY 

LIST  OF  FIGURES 
Figure  Page 

1  Project  Location  Map 2 

2  Build  Alternatives    7 

3  Alternatives  Evaluated  in  Detail  9 

4  Wetland  Locations 20 

LIST  OF  TABLES 
Table  Page 

ES-1      Alternatives  Evaluation  Matrix ES-4 

1  Wetlands  Impacts  Summary   19 


// 


METRIC  CONVERSION 
In  accordance  with  recent  Executive  Orders  and  Secretary  of  Commerce  direction,  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  supporting  agency  plans  are  to  be  presented  in  metric  units.  This  document,  where 
appropriate,  will  reflect  both  English  and  metric  units  side  by  side  to  assist  the  reader.  The  metric  unit  is 
shown  first  followed  by  the  English  unit  in  parentheses.  For  example:  13.7  kilometers  (8.5  miles).  The 
following  is  a  brief  summary  of  the  conversion  factors  and  units  used  in  this  document: 


Metric  Units 

English  Units 

Conversion 

Factor  (M 

millimeter  (mm) 

inch  (in) 

0.0394 

meter  (m) 

foot  (ft) 

3.2808 

kilometer  (km) 

mile  (mi) 

0.6214 

hectare  (ha) 

acre  (ac) 

2.4711 

metric  tonnes 

tons 

1.1023 

Abbreviations  and  Acronyms 

± approximately 

ac   acre(s) 

BLM U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

BRR Biological  Resources  Report 

CoE   U.S.  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers 

CRI Cultural  Resources  Investigation/Inventory 

DEQ Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

DNRC  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation 

EA    Environmental  Assessment 

e.o.r element  occurrence  record 

E.O Executive  Order 

FEMA Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

FHWA U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway  Administration 

ESA Endangered  Species  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1531  -  1543) 

ftVs cubic  feet  per  second 

ft foot  (feet) 

ha hectare(s) 

Hwy Highway 

in    inch(es) 

km  kilometer(s) 

m  meter(s) 

m3/s   cubic  meters  per  second 

mi mile(s) 

mdt Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

MFWP Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 

MNHP  Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program 

NHL National  Historic  Landmark 

NRCS U.S.  Department  OF  Agriculture's  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

NRHP National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

SR Sufficiency  Rating 

USF WS  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

USGS U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Geological  Survey 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (mdt),  in  cooperation  with  Yellowstone  County,  is 
proposing  to  construct  a  new  bridge  for  the  "Bundy  Road"  (MontanaSecondary  highway  #568/S-568) 
crossing  of  the  Yellowstone  River.  This  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  has  been  prepared  to  identify 
environmental  impacts  and  mitigation  (if  any)  resulting  from  this  action.  This  proposed  project  is  located  in 
easterly  Yellowstone  County,  approximately  48  kilometers  (km)  [30±  miles  (mi)]  east-northeasterly  of 
Billings.  The  site  is  approximately  2  km  (1 .2±  mi)  northwesterly  of  exitN2 23  on  Interstate  highway  #94., 
and  4.2±  km  (2.6±  mi)  northwesterly-of  the  (unincorporated)  town  of  Pompeys  Pillar. 

The  proposed  action  consists  of  replacing  the  existing  4. 6±  meter  (m)  [  1 5±  feet  (ft)]  wide  single-lane  bridge 
with  a  new  8.4±  m  (27. 6±  ft)  wide,  two-lane,  pre-stressed  concrete  bridge  structure.  The  roadway 
approaches  for  the  proposed  new  bridge  will  eliminate  sharp  vertical  and  horizontal  curves  at  the  existing 
crossing's  southerly  end.  Both  new  and  additional  Right-of-Way  (RoW)/easements  will  also  be  necessary 
for  the  proposed  bridge's  location.  This  latter  is  approximately  40m  ( 1 3 1±  ft)  upstream  from  the  southerly 
side  and  20±  m  (66±  ft)  upstream  from  the  north  side  of  the  existing  bridge,  and  for  reconstruction  of  the 
approaches. 

The  existing  crossing,  known  locally  as  the  "Bundy"  bridge,  is  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP).  Constructed  in  1 9 1 5,  the  "Bundy"  bridge  is  believed  to  be  the  "oldest  remaining, 
and  probably  the  first,  (Warren)  steel  truss  bridge  with  riveted  connections  to  be  built  across  the 
Yellowstone."  (Ethnoscience,  1995  cultural  resources  report).  The  one-lane  bridge  consists  of  five  spans: 
three  main  steel  truss  spans  of  58.5±m  ( 1 92±  ft)  each,  and  an  1 1 .3±m  (37±  ft)  plate  girder  stringer  approach 
span  at  each  end.  The  curb-to-curb  width  is  4.6±  m  ( 1 5.2  ft),  and  its  vertical  clearance  is  4.6±  m  ( 1 5 .2±  ft). 

Rehabilitation  of  this  bridge  would  be  difficult  and  expensive  due  to  height,  width  and  load  limitations.  The 
latest  structural  sufficiency  rating  for  the  bridge  is  33.6,  on  a  scale  ranging  from  0  (non-functional)  to  100 
(optimum  condition,  see  Appendix  B  to  this  document).  The  "Bundy"  bridge  currently  has  a  posted  load-limit 
of  1 3 .6±  metric  tonnes  ( 1 5 .0±  tons),  while  its  narrow  ( 1  -lane)  width  and  upper  superstructure  (struts,  bracing, 
etc.)  pose  safety  and  clearance  restrictions  for  this  crossing.  Therefore,  as  set  forth  by  mdt's  Bridge 
Management  Program  criteria  for  highway  system  bridge  funding,  this  crossing  is  eligible  and  has  been 
nominated  by  the  county,  for  rehabilitation  and/or  replacement. 

The  existing  bridge  will  be  maintained  for  traffic  access  during  construction  until  the  new  bridge  is  complete. 
After  the  opening  of  the  new  bridge,  the  historic  "Bundy"  bridge,  which  has  been  "adopted"  by  Yellowstone 
County,  will  be  closed  to  motorized  traffic.  Funds  for  the  cost  of  demolishing  the  existing  bridge  will  therefore 
be  conveyed-to  the  county  for  maintenance  of  this  historic  crossing. 

The  alternatives  analyzed  for  this  project  are  the  "No  Build"  alternative,  a  Bridge  Rehabilitation  Alternative 
and  six  alternative  alignments  (Alternatives  A  through  F).  The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  provide 
maintenance  and  minor  safety  improvements  for  the  existing  bridge,  but  it  would  not  correct  the  deficiencies 
of  the  bridge  and/or  its  approaches.  Likewise,  the  Bridge  Rehabilitation  alternative  would  not  correct  the 
safety  issues  associated  with  the  southern  approach  or  the  existing  height  and  width  restrictions.  In  addition 
to  the  "No  Build"  Alternative  and  the  Bridge  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  Alternatives  A,  B,  D,  and  E  were 
examined  in  earlier  phases  of  the  study  and  eliminated  because  they  did  not  correct  safety  concerns  or  were 
not  compatible  with  future  plans  for  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Alternatives  C  and  F  were  evaluated  in  detail. 

Proposed  Alternative  C  would  be  easterly  of  the  existing  roadway  and  allow  a  tangent  alignment  to  the 
proposed  new  structure,  with  no  horizontal  curves  or  super  transitions  on  the  bridge.  Sight  distance  would 
be  improved.  This  alignment  would  miss  a  farmhouse  located  between  the  existing  roadway  and  its  proposed 
alignment,  but  would  impact  the  field  it  crosses.  Easy  field  access  would  still  be  available  from  both  sides  of 
the  roadway. 
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This  alternative  would  require  3.75±  ha  (9.27±  ac)  of  Right-of-Way/easement,  of  which,  approximately  2.51 
ha  (6.20±  ac)  is  productive  (former  SCS-designated)  Prime  Farmland.  This  alternative  would  also  impact 
0.023±  ha  (0.055  ±  ac)  of  wetlands. 

Proposed  Alternative  F,  mdt's  "preferred"  alternative,  locates  the  bridge  on  a  1 ,750m  radius  ( 1  °00')  curve 
with  spiral  transitions  off  the  structure.  This  alignment  will  require  relocation/removal  of  the  farmhouse,  and 
field  access  is  still  be  available  from  both  sides  of  the  roadway.  This  alternative  will  need  4.27±  ha  ( 1 0.55± 
ac)  of  Right-of-Way/easement,  of  which  2.24±  ha  (5.54±  ac)  is  in  productive  Prime  Farmland.  Alternative 
F  will  also  impact  0.014±  ha  (0.033±  ac)  of  wetlands. 

Both  alternatives  have  similar  impacts  for  all  other  factors.  Although  AlternativeF  requires  a  relocation  and 
slightly  more  Right-of-Way/easement  than  Alternative  C,  the  former  isMDT's  "preferred"  alternative  as  it 
has  the  least  amount  of  impact  on  farmlands  and  wetlands.  It  was  developed  at  the  request  of  the  landowner. 

Due  to  the  lack  of  significant  impact,  or  the  avoidance  and  minimization  efforts,  there  is  no  mitigation  required 
for  the  following: 

•  Environmental  Justice  •  Travel/Access 

•  Important  Farmlands  •  Land  Use 

•  Local  and  Regional  Economics  •  Floodplains 

•  Hazardous  Wastes/Substances  •  Noise 

Mitigation  and/or  agency  coordination  will  be  required  for  the  following: 

Relocation/ROW  -  All  private  ownership  lands  needed  for  ROW  on  this  proposed  project  will  be  acquired 
by  MDT  in  accordance  with  both  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Act 
of  1970  (P.L.  91-646),  and  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  Amendments  of  1987  (P.L.  100-17). 

Seeding/Erosion  Control  -  An  Erosion  Control  Plan  for  this  proposed  project  will  be  submitted  to  the  DEQ 
Water  Quality  Division  in  compliance  with  their  MPDES  regulations  (ARM  16.20.1314).  Best  Management 
Practices  (BMPs)will  also  be  used  in  the  design  of  this  Plan  using  guidelines  as  established  irMDT's  Highway 
Construction  Standard  Erosion  Control  Work  plan. 

Water  Quality  -  During  construction,  BMPs  will  be  utilized  to  minimize  the  effects  of  sediment  run-off  during 
the  construction  period.  A  Montana  Stream  Protection  Permit  {124SPA )  will  be  acquired  from  the  MFWP, 
and  a  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251-1376)  -  Section  404  permit  will  also  be  necessary  from  the  U.S. 
ARMY  -  Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE)  for  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives.  The  CoE  will  determine 
if  this  proposed  project  qualifies  for  a  "Nationwide"  permit  under  the  provisions  of  33  CFR  330. 

Wetlands  -  Executive  Order  1 1990,  and  provisions  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  require  that  the 
loss  of  wetlands  be  mitigated.  Depending-on  the  Alternative  selected,  there  may  be  no  mitigation  required; 
however,  the  greatest  impact  identified  would  amount  to  0.023±  ha(0.055±  ac).  This  would  be  recorded  on 
the  mdt  Wetland  Ledger,  and  compensated  when  suitable  compensatory  mitigation  opportunities  occur. 

Threatened/Endangered  Species  -  An  "active"  bald  eagle  nest  is  located  approximately  0.8  km  westerly- 
of  (0.5±  mi  upstream  from)  this  proposed  project.  An  mdt  Environmental  Services'  biologist  will  furnish 
special  provisions,  such  as  no  blasting  or  pile  driving  during  the  nesting  period  of  February  1 5'  to  April  1 5lh, 
to  be  included  in  this  proposed  project's  contract  if  that  nest  is  occupied  during  the  time  of  construction. 
Coordination  with  the  MFWP  regarding  these  special  provisions  will  occur  prior-to  this  proposed  project's 
construction. 

The  MFWP  Non-game  Coordinator  will  also  be  contacted  prior  to  construction  to  ensure  that  no  peregrine 
falcon  nest(s)  have  been  established  within  an  area  of  concern  surrounding  this  proposed  project's  site. 

Biological  Resources  -  Due-to  relatively  little  impact  to  aquatic  and  terrestrial  resources  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  site,  no  mitigation  will  be  required. 
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Best  Management  Practices  will  be  utilized  to  minimize  the  effect  of  sediment  runoff  during  the  construction 
period. 

Cultural/Archeological/Historic  Resources  -  This  proposed  project  was  determined  to  have  "no  adverse 
effect"  on  a(nother)  site  eligible  for  listing  in  the  NRHP.  FHWA,  SHPO,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  and  mdt  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (dated  August/September  1 997)  which 
outlines  the  mitigation  required  for  this  site  (Appendix  C),  known-as  the  "CampN2  44"site  of  the  1873 
Yellowstone  Expedition .  That  required  mitigation  includes  the  following  actions  (which  will  also  be  included 
in  special  provisions  for  this  proposed  project's  contract): 

1 .  Monitoring  of  construction  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  "CampN2  44"site  during  roadway  and  bridge 
construction;  monitoring  must  be  performed  by  mdt  and  a  qualified  archaeologist. 

2.  Installation  of  an  interpretive  marker  at  that  "Camp  Na  44"  site  within  the  mdt  Right-of-Way/ 
easement.  The  marker  is  to  provide  a  brief  historical  background  of  the  expedition  and  a  description 
of  the  events  that  occurred  when  the  U.S.  Army's  7th  Cavalry  was  encamped  at  this  location. 

A  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  has  been  prepared  for  this  site,  and  can  be  found  in 
Part  V  (after  p.37). 

Visual  -  To  conserve  the  continuity  of  the  vegetative  patterns  within  view  of  the  project,  the  selected 
alignment  should  minimize  disturbance  of  existing  vegetation.  Disturbed  areas  should  be  revegetated  with 
native  seed  mixes  and  plant  materials  that  mimic  existing  and  native  conditions.  Abandoned  road  surfaces 
should  be  reclaimed  and  revegetated. 

Construction  -  The  contractor  will  be  subject  to  all  state  and  local  laws  to  minimize  construction  noise  by 
having  mufflers  on  all  equipment.  Dust  control  will  also  be  required  by  using  either  water,  or  another 
approved  dust-suppressant.  Traffic  will  be  maintained  on  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge  during  this  proposed 
project's  construction.  All  advance  warning  and  detour  signing  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  Manual  on 
Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  (MUTCD). 

The  following  permits  will  be  obtained  prior-to  any  disturbances  from  the  proposed  construction: 

A  124SPA  Stream  Protection  Permit  from  the  MFWP. 

A  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251  -  1376)  -  Section  402/Montana  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  authorization  from  the  DEQ's  Water  Protection  Bureau. 

A  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251  -  1376)  -  Section  404  permit  from  the  U.S.  Army's 
Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE).  The  CoE  will  determine  if  this  proposed  project  qualifies  for  a 
"Nationwide"  permit  under  the  provisions  of  33  CFR  330. 

•  An  authorization  under  Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  (33  U.S.C. 

1251  - 1376)  from  the  CoE. 

A  MONTANA  ASBESTOS  ABATEMENT  PROJECT  PERMIT  and  NESHAP 
DEMOLITION  NOTIFICATION  from  the  DEQ's  Waste  Management  Bureau  (for 
MDT's  ("preferred'''  Alternative  F). 
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I.         PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (mdt),  in  cooperation  with  Yellowstone  County,  is 
proposing  to  replace  a  bridge  over  the  Yellowstone  River.  The  one-lane  bridge  consists  of  five  spans:  three 
main  steel  truss  spans  of  58.5±m  (192  ft)  each,  and  an  1 1 .3±m  (37  ft)  plate-girder  stringer  approach  span 
at  each  end.  The  curb-to-curb  width  is  4.6±  m  (15.2  ft),  and  the  vertical  clearance  is  4.6±  m  (15  .2±  ft). 
As  set-forth  by  mdt's  Bridge  Management  Program  criteria  for  statewide  highway  system  bridge  funding, 
this  crossing  is  eligible,  and  has  been  nominated  by  the  county,  for  rehabilitation  and/or  replacement. 

A.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  Yellowstone  River  bridge  project  is  proposed  to  increase  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  crossing,  both 
for  local  and  through  traffic.  The  "Bundy"  bridge  is  the  only  bridge  crossing  the  Yellowstone  River  for 
several  miles  in  each  direction.  The  bridge  is  primarily  used-for  access  to  properties  northwesterly  of  the 
Yellowstone  River;  and  logging  trucks,  farm  equipment  and  school  buses  cross  here  as  well.  The  two-lane 
road  currently  narrows  to  one  lane  on  the  bridge. 

B.  LOCATION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  proposed  bridge  replacement  project  is  northwesterly  of  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL,  on  MontanaSecondary 
highway N95  68  (S - 568., locally known-as "Bundy Road") approximately 3 km ( 1 .9± mi) northwesterly 
of  its  junction  with  1-94.  at  the  latter's  Pompeys  Pillar  interchange  (exitN2  2  3).  This  is  located  in  Lots 
1,  2,  and  6  of  Section  20,  Township  3  North,  Range  30  East,  M.P.M.  in  easterly  Yellowstone  County  (see 
Figure  1:  "Project  Location  Map"  onp.2). 

This  proposed  project's  "preferred"  alignment  is  located  within  40±m  (130±  ft)  upstream  of  the  existing 
"Bundy"  bridge's  crossing  of  the  Yellowstone  River.  The  existing  southerly  approach  on  S-568  ("Bundy 
Road")  runs  approximately  400m  ( 1 ,300±  ft.)  westerly-of,  and  parallel-to  the  BLM  access  road  to  Pompeys 
Pillar  NHL.  The  existing  approach  roads  and  bridge  can  be  viewed  from  both  theBLM's  NHL  and  the  area 
around  Pompeys  Pillar. 

The  nearest  major  highway  transportation  routes  are: 

•  S-568  ("Bundy  Road")  runs  northerly  from  its  junction  with  former  U.S.HwyN2's  10  &  312, 
approximately  0.8  km  (0.5±  mi)  southwesterly-of  the  BLM's  NHL,  and  the  latter  runs  east- 
northeasterly  passing  the  townsite  of  Pompeys  Pillar.  Old  U.S.HwyN2's  10  &  312  run  west- 
southwesterly  along  the  southeasterly  side  of  the  Yellowstone  Valley  through  the  (unincorporated) 
towns  of  Worden  and  Huntley.  S-568's  northerly  end  is  its  junction  with  the  county's  Castle  Butte 
Road,  approximately  1.25  route-km  (3/4±  route-mi)  beyond  this  proposed  project's  northerly  end. 

•  I~94.  is  on  the  National  Highway  System  (NHS)  with  its  Pompeys  Pillar  interchange  (exitN2  2  3) 
1 .5±  km  (1±  mi)  southeasterly  of  theBLM's  NHL,  and  2.9±  km  (1 .8±  mi)  westerly-of  the  Pompeys 
Pillar  townsite.  This  interchange  is  approximately  45  route-km  (28±  route-mi)  northeasterly  from  the 
city  of  Billings  (I -.90  's  27th  St.  interchange,  exitN2  4  5  0),  and  41 .25±  route-km  (25.6±  route-mi) 
southwesterly-from  J-jLi's  interchange  (exit  N2  4  7)  for  the  town  of  Custer. 
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Figure  1:  Project  Location  Map 


r_ 

c 

ro 

CD 

tT 

F 

CM 

<D 

K 

O 

U 

CD 

n 

U) 

a) 

> 

a> 

n 

D) 

u 

•c 

J3 

(seijuj  ts/  o)  LU>i 

:U}6ue-i  pofoJd 


+Z  U  I 


Q. 

ro 

-^ 

*> 

C 

^_ 

3 

c 

o 

o 

O 

ro 

o 

o 

c 

o 

o 

i 

*^ 

CO 

o 

£ 

CD 

u 

O 

(1) 

> 

a: 

_i 

D_ 

LU 
0_ 

O 

Q. 


T  uj 

00  Z 

to  n 

CQ  >- 


MDT 


C.    NEED  FOR  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  existing  structure  was  built  in  1 9 1 5  as  a  steel  bridge  with  its  three  "Warren"  through-truss  spans  and  an 
approach  span  on  each  end.  This  structure  is  in  fair  condition,  with  all  its  truss  members  showing  moderate 
to  severe  corrosion.  The  portal  bracing  is  bent  from  being  hit  by  trucks  carrying  high/wide  loads.  There  are 
cracks  in  both  the  asphalt  overlaying  the  timber  deck,  and  the  abutments.  The  piers  have  also  been  encased 
in  concrete  "jackets"  due-to  deterioration  (i.e.:  cracking,  "spalling",  etc.). 

Current  Deficiencies 

In  June,  1 998  the  "Bundy"  bridge  received  a  sufficiency  rating  (SR)  of  33.6,  which  is  based-on  its  structural 
adequacy  and  safety,  necessity  for  public  use,  serviceability,  and  functional  obsolescence.  It  is  used  to 
determine  a  structure's  adequacy  regarding  both  its  load  carrying  capabilities  and  its  ability  to  accommodate 
the  volume  of  traffic  carried  by  the  road  which  it  serves.  Developed-by  the  FHWA,  the  SR  is  one  of  the 
parameters  for  regulating  Federal  funding  on  the  Highway  Bridge  Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program. 
It  provides  a  basis  for  establishing  eligibility  and  priority  for  replacing  or  rehabilitating  bridges.  In  general,  the 
lower  the  rating  (on  a  scale  from  0  to  100)  the  higher  the  priority.  Copies  of  the  Initial  Assessment  with  the 
Structural  Inventory  and  Appraisal  (SI&A)  forms,  used  to  determine  the  SR,  follow  in  "APPENDIX  B."  The 
"Bundy"  bridge  is  designated  on  its  Initial  Assessment  form  as  being  "Functionally  Obsolete."  Due  to  its 
deteriorating  structure,  this  bridge  currently  has  a  posted  safety  load  limit  of  1 3 .6±  metric  tonnes  ( 1 5 .0±  tons). 
The  American  Association  of  State  Highway  &  Transportation  Officials  (AASHTO)  recommended  load 
rating  for  bridges  with  similar  traffic  is  32.65±  metric  tonnes  (36.0  tons). 

The  present  "Bundy"  bridge  has  a  maximum  width  of  4.9±m  ( 1 6.0  ft.),  with  a  single-lane  curb-to-curb  width 
and  a  vertical  clearance  of4.6±m  (15  .2±  ft),  each.MDT's  standard  minimum  width  for  a  two-lane  bridge 
on  rural  Secondary  highways  is  9.0±m  (29.65±  ft),  including  a  roadway  width  of  7.3±m  (24.0  ft)  and  two 
0.6±  m  (2.0  ft)  shoulders.  Also,  the  proposed  replacement  crossing  will  be  a  concrete  beam  structure  with 
no  vertical  clearance  restrictions. 

Bridge  Use 

The  "Bundy"  bridge  on  S-568  is  the  only  crossing  over  the  Yellowstone  River  for  more-than  27±  km 
( 1 7±  mi)  in  either  direction.  Although  the  area  northerly  of  the  river  is  sparsely-populated,  timely  access  for 
emergency  vehicles,  school  buses,  etc.,  is  dependent-upon  this  crossing.  Without  a  bridge,  the  trip  from  a 
point  on  one  side  of  the  river  to  a  point  on  the  opposite  side  would  be  through  the  towns  of  Huntley  and 
Shepherd.  The  minimum  route-distance  is  approximately  80  km  (50±  mi),  with  much  of  the  trip  around  the 
Yellowstone  Valley's  northwesterly  side  on  unimproved  (suitable  for  travel  only  during  dry  conditions)  or 
gravel  roads.  An  "all-weather"  route  (on  narrow,  steep  and  winding  gravel  county  roads)  runs-along  the 
southeasterly  slopes  of  the  Bull  Mountains,  and  is  58±  km  (36±  mi)  farther.  At  least  twice  each  year,  cattle 
trucks  use  the  bridge  to  move  livestock  between  Summer  and  Winter  pasture.  These  trucks  are  rated  to 
carry  approximately  36.4  metric  tonnes  (40±  tons)  each,  far-exceeding  the  existing  load  limit  of  1 3.6  ±  metric 
tonnes  (1 5±  tons).  County  officials  have  indicated  that  logging  trucks  and  farm  equipment  (i.e:  "combines," 
large  "hay-bailers,"  etc.)  cannot  use  the  present  bridge  because  of  its  height,  width  and  load  limitations. 

Safety  and  Efficiency 

The  two-lane  Bundy  Road  (S-568)  narrows  to  one  lane  at  either  end  of  the  present  bridge.  Driver  sight 
distances  are  impaired  both  by  the  bridge's  structure  and  the  steep  approaches  at  either  end.  Improving  this 
bridge  to  a  two-lane  facility  will  provide  a  safer,  more  efficient  facility,  allowing  traffic  to  move  quickly  and 
safely  over  the  Yellowstone  River. 

The  existing  sharp  horizontal  and  vertical  curves  of  the  southerly  approach's  alignment  are  hazardous, 
especially  in  the  winter.  Driver  sight  distances  are  restricted  by  that  alignment  as  well.. 
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D.         FUNDING 

It  is  MDT's  responsibility  to  inspect  all  publicly-owned  bridges.  This  includes  bridges  on  all  Interstate,  Primary 
and  Secondary  highways,  the  Urban  routes,  as-well-as  "off-system"  bridges  owned-by  counties.  Some 
county-owned  bridges  are  designed  and  built  by   MDT   (or  contractors  employed-by  same). 

MDT  receives  limited  funding  for  bridges  from  the  Federal  Highway  Trust  Fund.  To  distribute  those  funds 
equitably,  an  allocation  program  is  used  that  rates  the  bridge's  ability  to  meet  the  transportation  needs  of  the 
public  based  on  functional  and  structural  adequacy.  A  list  is  sent  to  the  counties  showing  which  bridges 
are  eligible  to  receive  these  off-system  funds.  The  counties  then  assign  priorities  and  nominate  bridges  for 
improvement/replacement  based  on  local  plans  and  needs.  The  (previously-described)  SR  method  is 
employed  in  setting/approving  those  priorities. 

This  proposed  project  was  nominated-by  Yellowstone  County,  and  approved  by  the  Montana  Highway 
Commission,  for  funding  in  fiscal  1 999.  When  the  new  bridge  is  built,  ownership  and  maintenance  of  the 
existing  bridge  and  a  segment  of  the  current  southerly  approach  road  (running  northeasterly- from  the 
proposed  new  alignment)  will  remain  the  responsibility  of  Yellowstone  County.  Maintenance  of/improvements 
to  the  proposed  new  bridge  will  be  shared  between  the  county  and  MDT. 
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II.       ALTERNATIVES 

A  total  of  eight  (8)  alternatives  were  evaluated  for  this  proposed  improvement.  These  include  the  "no-build" 
alternative,  a  bridge  rehabilitation  alternative,  and  six  "build"  alternatives.  These  alternatives  were  evaluated 
on  two  levels  for  initial  and  detailed  evaluations.  The  initial  "screening"  assessed  safety  requirements  and 
consistency  with  BLM's  plans  for  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL;  the  detailed  evaluations  involved  assessment 
of  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors.  Only  two  "build"  alternatives  passed  that  initial  "screening" 
and  were  evaluated  in  detail.  The  results  of  those  initial  "screenings"  are  in  "Table  1"  at  the  end  of  the 
(preceding)  "EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY"  (see  p.'s  ES-4  &  ES-5). 

This  proposed  action  consists-of  constructing  a  new  8.4±m  (27. 6±  ft)  wide,  two-lane,  pre-stressed  reinforced 
concrete  beam  bridge  and  approach  roads  for  Bundy  Road's  (S  -568  's)  crossing  of  the  Yellowstone  River. 
The  proposed  new  crossing  will  be  approximately  40m  ( 1 3 1  ±  ft)  upstream  from  the  southerly  end,  and  20± 
m  (66±  ft)  upstream  from  the  other  end  of  the  existing  bridge.  The  existing  "Bundy"  bridge  will  remain  in- 
place,  and  the  proposed  roadway  approaches  to  the  new  crossing  will  be  constructed  to  eliminate  the  steep 
grades  and  sharp  curves  beyond  the  existing  bridge's  southerly  end.  New  R-o-W/easements  will  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  both  the  proposed  new  bridge  and  the  realignment  of  its  approaches.  Portions-of 
Bundy  Road's  southwesterly  approach  for  the  current  crossing  will  also  remain  for  private  farm/residential 
use,  or  maintenance  access  to  the  "Bundy"  bridge.  Those  portions  ofS-568's  existing  southwesterly 
approach  not  used-for  residential/ farming/maintenance  access,  and  its  northerly  approach  onto  the  existing 
"Bundy"  bridge  will  be  obliterated. 

Five  of  the  proposed  "build"  alternates  have  a  new  crossing  approximately  30m  ( 1 00±  ft,  average  distance ) 
westerly  (upstream)  from  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge.  These  are  designated-as  Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  D,  and 
F;  each  with  nearly-identical  northerly  approach  roadway  alignments.  The  southerly  approach  alignment 
varies  in  its  direction  from  those  five  alternative's  crossings.  Alternative  E's  new  crossing's  about  45m 
( 1 50±  ft,  average  distance)  easterly  of  (downstream  from)  the  present  bridge,  with  new  approach  alignments 
at  either  end.  Each  of  these  proposed  "build"  alternative's  southerly  bridge  ends  are  farther-away  from  the 
existing  "Bundy"  bridge  than  those  along  the  Yellowstone  River's  opposite  (left)  bank.  Also,  the  existing 
bridge  is  left  in  place  for  each  proposed  "Build"  alternative,  although  it  will  not  be  open  to  motorized  traffic . 

Each  of  the  initially  "screened"  alternatives  are  described  as-follows  (the  six  "build"  alternatives  are  also 
shown  in  Figure  2,  "Build  Alternatives"  on  p.7): 

•  The  "No-Build"  Alternative  -  routine  maintenance  and  minimal  safety-related  improvements  to  the 
existing  bridge  (this  has  been  in-effect  since  this  proposed  project's  nomination  c.  1993). 

•  Bridge  Rehabilitation  Alternative  -  rehabilitate  the  existing  bridge  by  replacing/repairing  structural 
members  and  decking,  and  improve  safety  conditions  without  changing  the  structure's  overall 
dimensions  or  extensively  reconstructing  its  approach's  alignments. 

•  Alternative  A  -  the  southerly  approach  uses  the  existing  Bundy  Road's  southwesterly  approach  to 
a  point  where  it  curves  to  meet  the  new  bridge  which  is  located  westerly  of  (upstream  from)  the 
current  crossing.  This  alternative  includes  a  curve  on  the  southerly  end  of  the  proposed  bridge,  with 
a  sloping  (superelevated)  deck  running-onto  a  curved  southwesterly  approach.  The  proposed 
northerly  approach  diverges  westerly  from  the  existing  S-5  68's  alignment  onto  the  new  bridge. 

•  Alternative  B  -  the  southwesterly  approach  shifts-to  a  sharp  "inverted/reverse  S-curve"  routing  near 
(e.g. :  westerly  of)  a  farmhouse  that's  easterly-of  S - 5  6 8  's  present  tangent  (straight)  alignment. 
Its  new  alignment  briefly  parallels  within  25±m  (80±  ft)  southeasterly  of  the  Bundy  Road's  present 
southwesterly  approach  before  making  a  (tight)  curve  onto  the  proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  end. 
The  new  crossing  and  its  northerly  approach  are  (also)  on  tangents,  and  in  similar  positions  (or 
identical)  to  Alternative  A's. 
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•  Alternative  C  -  the  southerly  approach  begins  curving  northeasterly  from  the  existingS- 56.8 's 
present  tangent  alignment  about  28  m  (90±  ft)  south-southwesterly  of  that  farmhouse.  It  passes 
around  and  beyond  the  latter's  southeasterly  sides  on  a  tangent,  and  then  curves  northerly  onto  a 
tangent  alignment  onto  the  proposed  new  bridge.  That  proposed  new  bridge's  also  westerly  of  the 
current  "Bundy"  bridge,  with  its  northerly  approach  very  similar/identical  to  Alternatives  A  &  B. 

•  Alternative  D  -  the  southerly  approach  is  on  the  existing  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  access  road,  about  0.4 
km  (0.25±  mi)  easterly  ofS-568's  present  route.  It  veers  northwesterly  at  a  point  roughly  due- 
east  of  Alternative  C's  southerly  curved  alignment,  then  has  a  short  tangent  before  curving  northerly 
to  align  with  the  proposed  new  bridge.  Both  the  latter  and  its  northerly  approach  are  essentially  on 
the  same  tangent  alignment  as  Alternatives'  A  -  C. 

•  Alternative  E  -  also  uses  the  existing  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  access  road  for  its  southerly  approach. 
However,  it  diverges  near  where  the  latter  curves  northeasterly  to  the  southerly  side  of  the  Pompey 's 
Pillar  (or  "Pomp's  Tower"  as  originally  designated  by  Capt  Wm  Clark  in  1 806)  formation.  It  then 
proceeds  northwesterly  on  a  tangent  over  the  new  crossing,  which  is  located  east-northeasterly  of 
(downstream  from)  the  current  "Bundy"  bridge.  Its  northwesterly  approach  curves-onto  the  existing 
S-568's  present  route  from  the  southeast. 

•  Alternative  F  -  the  southerly  approach  begins  curving  northeasterly-from  the  existing  road  at  a  point 
roughly  midway  between  the  southerly  beginnings  for  Alternative's  B  &  C.  Its  tangent  passes  very 
near  the  southeasterly  comer  of  that  farmhouse,  and  swings  north  to  a  new  bridge  location  westerly 
of  the  current  crossing.  This  alignment  locates  the  proposed  bridge  totally  on  a  1 ,750±  m  (533±  ft.) 
radius  curve  with  spiral  transitions  off  the  structure.  However,  its  northerly  approach  is  very  similar 
to  Alternatives'  A  -  D. 

During  the  initial  "screening"  process,  the  "No-Build"  Alternative,  the  Bridge  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  and 
Alternatives  A,  B,  D,  and  E  were  determined  to  be  nonviable.  The  two  remaining  alternatives  considered  in 
this  Environmental  Assessment  are  Alternatives  C  and  F.  Each  of  the  eight  alternatives  considered,  and  the 
reasons  for  dismissing  six  of  them,  are  discussed  on  the  following  pages  (these  are  also  summarized-in 
"Table  1"  at  the  end  of  the  preceding  "EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY"  —  see  p.'s  ES-4  &  ES-5). 
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Figure  2:    Alternatives 
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A.  ALTERNATIVES  WARRANTING  DETAILED  EVALUATION 

The  following  Alternatives  will  meetMDT's  criteria  for  this  proposed  bridge  replacement  action  with  reduced 
or  minimal  impacts  on  the  environment  (including  issues  specific-to  this  proposed  project's  locale): 

1.  Alternative  C 

Alternative  C  was  developed  to  provide  a  two-lane  crossing  with  approaches  to  meet  current  safety 
requirements  (i.e. :  good  driver  visibility  on  a  alignment  without  sharp  horizontal  curves  and/or  steep 
grades)  and  in  consultation  with  theBLM.  Its  proposed  new  crossing's  45±m  (148±  ft.)  westerly 
of  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge's  southerly  end,  and  1 7±m  (56±  ft.)  upstream  from  the  opposite  end. 
Much  of  Alternative  C's  southerly  approach  is  located  east  and/  or  south  ofS-5_6_8's  existing 
alignment.  This  allows  a  tangent  alignment  to  and  on  the  proposed  bridge,  and  requires  no  horizontal 
curves  or  superelevated  transitions  on  the  crossing  itself.  This  alignment  avoids  the  farmhouse,  but 
will  impact  more  productive  prime  farmland  than  Alternative  F.  Easy  field  access  would  still  be 
available  from  both  sides  of  the  roadway. 

2.  Alternative  F  (MDT's  "Preferred"  Alternative) 

Alternative  F  was  developed  to  reduce  impacts  on  productive  prime  farmland  as  a  compromise  with 
the  landowner  while  still  meeting  both  current  safety  and  theBLM's  requirements  (the  latter  in 
regards  to  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL).  This  alternative  also  involves  a  new  structure  westerly-of  the 
existing  "Bundy"  bridge,  however  its  southerly  end  is  60±m  (197±  ft)  upstream  from  the  latter's. 
Its  proposed  southerly  approach  alignment  roughly  parallels  but  is  shorter-than  Alternative  C's,  which 
is  about  40±m  ( 1 30±  ft)  southeasterly.  This  alternative's  bridge  is  totally  on  a  1 ,750  ±m  (533  ±  ft.) 
radius  curve  with  spiral  transitions  off  the  structure.  To  reduce  the  amount  of  productive  prime 
farmland  that  is  impacted,  this  alternative  requires  the  relocation/removal  of  the  existing  farmhouse. 
Easy  field  access  will  still  be  available  from  both  sides  of  the  proposed  alignment,  and  its  impacts  .on 
wetlands  are  less  than  those  of  Alternative  C  Based-on  its  reduced  impacts  to  productive  prime 
farmland  and  wetlands,  and  its  abilities  to  meet  both  safety  andBLM's  criteria  (for  their  NHL), 
Alternative  F  is  designated  as  MDT's  "preferred""  alternative. 

The  evaluation  of  these  two  alternatives  is  presented  in  detail  in  the  next  chapter. 
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FIGURE  3:  Alternatives  Evaluated  in  Detail 
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B.  DISMISSED  ALTERNATIVES 

The  following  alternatives  were  considered  but  dismissed  earlier  in  the  process  as  they  either  presented  safety 
concerns,  or  were  not  compatible  with  BLM's  plans  for  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL: 

1.  "No-Build"  Alternative 

The  "No  Build"  Alternative  would  include  maintenance  and  minimal  safety  improvements  for  the 
existing  bridge.  This  would  continue  to  be  a  one-lane  crossing,  with  limited  driver  sight-distance  on 
both  the  present  "Bundy"  bridge  and  the  southerly  approach.  No  construction  activities/costs  would 
occur  under  this  alternative,  however  it  neither  improves  the  existing  crossing,  enhances  safety  for 
the  traveling  public,  nor  satisfies  the  county's  purpose  in  nominating  this  proposed  project. 

2.  Rehabilitation  Alternative 

The  rehabilitation  alternative  would  include  (but  would  not  necessarily  be  limited-to)  repairing/ 
replacing  damaged/corroded/"wom-out"  structural  members,  replacing  the  timber  decking  and  guard- 
rails on  the  existing  bridge,  and  some  minimal  work  (e.g. :  grading/widening,  guardrail  replacement) 
on  its  approaches.  However,  the  "Bundy"  bridge's  (present)  one-lane  width  and  height  restrictions 
would  not  be  changed,  and  its  load-rating  would  not  equal  that  of  a  new  crossing.  Highway  and 
bridge  projects  on  Montana's  Secondary  routes  are  developed  to  meet  or  exceed  the  minimum 
AASHTO  guidelines,  as  well  asMDT's  current  Secondary  highway  design  standards.  AASHTO's 
recommended  minimum  roadway  width  for  bridges  on  rural  Secondary  routes  is  two  3.7±m  (12.0 
ft)  wide  lanes,  with  a  recommended  load-rating  on  crossings  with  similar  traffic  of  32.65±  metric 
tonnes  (36.0  tons).  Rehabilitation  of  the  existing  bridge  also  wouldn't  correct  the  sharp  curves/driver 
sight-distance  problems  on  the  southwesterly  approach's  current  alignment.  This  alternative  was 
therefore  eliminated  as  these  current  width,  height,  load,  and  safety  issues  would  remain  uncorrected. 

3.  Alternative  A 

Alternative  A  proposed  constructing  a  new  bridge  on  a  "skew"  angle  westerly  of  (upstream  from), 
and  converging  towards  the  present  "Bundy"  bridge's  northerly  end.  This  new  crossing's  southerly 
end  was  about  65  m  (21 5±  ft)  southwesterly,  and  its  northerly  end's  14±m  (45±  ft)  westerly  of  the 
existing  bridge.  Its  southwesterly  approach  di verged-from  S -  5  6  8 ' s  existing  roadway  on  a  very 
sharp  curve  starting  just  beyond  (northeasterly  from)  the  latter's  curve  from  its  northerly-running 
alignment  (from  old  U.S.N8 's  10  &  312).  That  curve  and  its  ending  transition  (i.e.:  "spiral"  curve) 
continued-onto  the  proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  portion,  which  required  a  tapering  superelevation 
on  that  end  of  its  deck.  The  northerly  approach  is  on  a  tangent  converging-with  Bundy  Road's  (S  - 
568's)  current  route  about  275±m  (905±  ft)  beyond  the  new  bridge's  (northerly)  end.  Alternative 
A  needed  the  least  amount  of  reconstructed  approach  roadways  and  R-o-W/easements  for  any  of 
the  proposed  new  bridge  options.  However,  it  also  required  sharp/spiral  curves  on  both  the  new- 
bridge's  southerly  end,  and  its  southwesterly  approach.  Both  situations  reduced  driver  sight- 
distances,  and  created  a  potential  for  icing  on  that  superelevated,  curved  southwesterly  approach. 
It  (also)  required  a  "buttonhook"  or  "loop"  connection  for  the  county's  maintenance  access  road  (on 
S- 5  68's  present  route)  to  the  "Bundy"  bridge's  southerly  end.  Consequently,  this  alternative  was 
eliminated  as  it  did  not  meet  this  proposed  project's  purpose  and  need  for  improved  safety. 

4.  Alternative  B 

Alternative  B  was  proposed  to  have  its  southwesterly  approach  begin  curving  northeasterly  (to  the 
right)  fromS-5  68's  existing  alignment  about  midway  between  two  farm  residences  on  either  side 
of  Bundy  Road.  That  curve's  northeasterly  spiral  ended  about  25  m  (80±  ft)  southeasterly  of  the 
present  Bundy  Road,  then  curved  in  the  opposite  direction  (northerly/left)  to  cross  the  latter  and  have 
its  (northerly)  ending  spiral  on  the  new  bridge's  southerly  end. 
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Its  new  bridge's  southerly  end  was  roughly  50m  ( 1 65±  ft)  southwesterly  from  the  "Bundy"  bridge's 
corresponding  end,  while  its  northerly  portion  and  northerly  approach  alignment  were  nearly-identical 
to  Alternative  A's.  Although  its  southwesterly  approach  alignment  was  somewhat  improved  over 
the  tight  curve  for  Alternative  A,  it  still  had  a  spiral  transition  on  the  new  bridge's  southerly  section, 
and  also  a  bad  connection  for  the  "Bundy"  bridge's  maintenance  access  road.  Furthermore,  the 
sharp  "reverse/inverted-S"  curve  on  its  southwesterly  approach  offered  no  substantial  improvement 
for  driver  sight-distances  over  what  already  exists  (or  over  Alternative  A).  This  alignment  was 
therefore  (also)  eliminated  as  it  still  did  not  meet  the  purpose  and  need  for  improving  safety. 

5.  Alternative  D 

Alternative  D ' s  proposed  new  bridge  and  northerly  approach  alignments  were  virtually  identical-to 
Alternative  C's,  and  only  differed-from  Alternative's  A  &  B  in-that  those  latter  options  had  curves 
on  their  bridge's  southerly  ends.  However,  its  southerly  approach  alignment  was  proposed  to  run 
northwesterly  from  the  existing  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  access  road,  which  is  0.4±  kn  (0.25±  mi) 
easterly-ofS-5  68's  existing  northerly-running  alignment  (from  old  U.S.N2's  1 0  &  3 1 2).  It's  new 
route  would  have  started  curving-away  from  (northwesterly/left  of)  that  NHL's  existing  access  road 
roughly  due-east  of  the  farm  residence  westerly-of  the  Bundy  Road's  present  route.  After  a  tangent 
roughly  equal  in  length  to  that  of  Alternative  C '  s,  it  would  have  then  curved  northerly  (right)  onto  its 
proposed  new  bridge's  southerly  end.  A  short  connecting  approach  roadway  would  also  have  been 
necessary  for  the  county's  maintenance  access  overS-5  68's  present  alignment  to  the  "Bundy" 
bridge's  southerly  end.  This  alternative,  which  was  initially-proposed c.  1993-94,  did  meet  this 
proposed  project's  purpose  and  need  for  improving  safety. 

However,  the  "Preferred  Alternative  identified-in  the  Environmental  Assessment/ Amendment 
(released  in  1 996)  for  the  BLM's  Miles  City  District,  Billings  Resource  Area  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL 
calls-for  constructing  a  new  access  road  easterly-of  the  present  route.  The  latter  (existing  road)  will 
then  be  closed,  and  thereby  remove  Alternative  D's  connection  from/to  old  U.S.HwyN2's  1 0  &  3 1 2. 
The  BLM  also  expressed  concerns  about  adverse  visual  impacts  from  this  alternative's  alignment 
regarding  its  proximity  to  their  NHL.  Consequently,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  because  it  was 
not  compatible  with  the  BLM's  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  development  plans. 

6.  Alternative  E 

The  southerly  approach  of  Alternative  E  was  also  proposed  to  use  the  existing  Pompeys  Pillar  access 
road,  with  a  new  crossing  easterly-of  (downstream  from)  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge.  Its  new 
alignment  curved  northwesterly  (left)  from  that  access  road's  northeasterly  (right)  curve  towards  the 
southerly  base  of  the  Pompey's  Pillar  formation.  Consequently,  this  alternative  had  a  shorter 
south( westerly  approach  length  than  the  other  five  new  bridge  proposal '  s  south(east)erly  versions, 
with  a  tangent  bridge  alignment.  However,  it  did  require  building  a  new  maintenance  access 
roadway  to  the  present  "Bundy"  bridge's  southerly  end.  Also,  a  longer  northwesterly  approach 
would  curve-into  S-568's  existing  alignment  about  twice  the  distance  away-from  the  present 
"Bundy"  bridge's  northerly  end  as  the  proposed  new  northerly  approaches  on  Alternatives'  A  -  D 
&  F.  This  alternative,  which  was  developed  c.  1 994  and  considered  the  best  of  the  new  bridge 
options  by  the  landowner  (as  it  reduced  impacts  on  productive  prime  farmland,  and  completely  closed 
the  "Bundy"  bridge's  southwesterly  approach  road),  also  met  this  proposed  project's  purpose  and 
need  for  improving  safety. 

However,  the  BLM  raised  strong  objections  about  adverse  visual  impacts  from  this  alternative's 
alignment  being- within  very  close  proximity  to  their  Pompey's  Pillar  formation.  Also,BLM's  (future) 
closing  of  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  access  road  would  (also)  eliminate  this  alternative '  s  connection 
from/to  old  U.S.Hwy  Ns's  10  &  312.  This  alternative  was  therefore  also  dropped  from  further 
consideration  due-to  its  conflicts  with  BLM's  development  plans  for  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL. 
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III.      IMPACTS 

Identifying  the  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors  and  resources  known  to  be  affected  by  this 
proposed  action  involved  cooperation  between  Federal  agencies,  MDT  and  other  state  agencies,  Yellowstone 
County  officials,  and  information  from  both  the  landowner  and  the  general  public.  Impacts  only  associated 
with  Alternatives  C  and  F  were  analyzed  in  detail,  and  the  (preceding)  "ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATION 
MATRIX"  (see  "Table  ES-1"  on  p.'s  EA-4  &  ES-5)  summarizes  those. 

A.         SOCIAL 

This  includes  impacts  on  the  traveling  public  and/or  other  users  of  the  present  and  proposed  transportation 
facility.  It  also  includes  any  relocations,  displacements  of  any  ethnic  minorities  (or  low-income  groups),  and/or 
impacts  on  community  cohesion. 

1.  Relocation 

Alternative  F  requires  the  relocation/removal  of  a  farmhouse,  which  is  on  its  proposed  southwesterly 
approach  alignment,  whereas  Alternative  C's  proposed  southwesterly  alignment  avoids  it.  Currently, 
the  farmhouse  is  not  owner-occupied,  and  is  used  as  a  rental  property.  Other  similar  dwellings  are 
available  in  this  vicinity,  although  they  are  at  a  greater  distance  away-from  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL. 

Mitigation 

All  private  ownership  lands  needed  for  RoW  on  this  proposed  project  will  be  acquired  by  MDT  in 
accordance  with  both  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Act  of 
1970  (P.L.  91-646),  and  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  Amendments  of  1987  (P.L.  100-17). 
Relocation  resources  are  available  without  discrimination  to  all  residents  and  business  owners  (if  any) 
affected/relocated  by  a  proposed  project. 

2.  E.O.  \2S9S/Title  VI 

Title  VI  of  the  US.  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  (42  U.S.C.  2000d,  as  amended)  and  E.O.N2 12898 
requires  that  no  minorities  or,  by  extension,  low-income  persons  shall  be  disproportionately 
discriminated  against  by  any  proposed  action  receiving  Federal  funds.  This  requirement  is  also 
known  as  "environmental  justice."  For  transportation  projects,  no  particular  minority  may  be 
disproportionately  isolated,  displaced,  or  otherwise  specifically  subjected-to  adverse  effects. 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  requires  the  relocation  of  a  farmhouse  (on  MDT's 
"preferred"  Alternative  F),  but  will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  the  location,  distribution, 
density  or  growth  rate  of  the  area's  population.  This  proposed  action  is  in  a  rural  area,  and  its  "build" 
alternatives  will  not  affect  the  cohesion  of  any  ethnic  communities  nor  divide  any  minority  neighbor- 
hoods. Therefore,  this  proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives  will  not  adversely  impact  any  specific 
ethnic,  low  income,  and/or  other  minority  groups. 

Mitigation 

This  proposed  action  is  in  accordance  with  E.ON2 12898,  and  will  not  create  disproportionately  high 
and/or  adverse  impacts  on  the  health  or  environment  of  minority  and/or  low-income  populations.  This 
proposed  action  also  complies  with  the  provisions  of  Title  VI  in  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1 964  (42 
U.S.C.  2000d,  as  amended)  and  the  FHWA's  regulations  (23CFR200). 

3.  Travel/Access 

Overall,  this  proposed  action  will  be  an  improvement  to  the  public  road  and  bridge  system  within  its 
area  of  Yellowstone  County. 
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When  completed,  this  proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives  will  enable  heavier  trucks,  emergency 
service  vehicles,  school  buses,  etc.,  to  safely  cross  the  Yellowstone  River  at  this  location  (refer-to 
copy  of  1  l-May-94  letter  from  the  Worden  Fire  Dep"s  Board  of  Directors  in  Appendix  B). 

A  new  bridge  also  provides  for  substantial  improvements  in  public  safely,  as  well  as  a  more  efficient 
facility  for  all  users.  Although  the  current  bridge  has  an  inadequate  load  limit  for  some  emergency 
vehicles,  it  continues  to  be  used  for  emergency  access  as  existing  alternate  routes  on  the  Yellowstone 
Valley's  northwesterly  side  add  over  125±  km  (80±  miles)  to  the  response  distance.  One  of  the 
more  positive  effects  will  be  the  ability  of  the  proposed  new  bridge  to  carry  loads  in  excess  of  1 3.6± 
metric  tonnes  ( 1 5±  tons),  as  well  as  wider  loads  with  no  height  limitations.  At  least  twice  each  year, 
livestock  (cattle)  trucks  use  the  bridge  to  move  cattle  between  summer  and  winter  pasture.  These 
trucks  are  rated  to  carry  approximately  36.4  metric  tonnes  (40±  tons),  each,  while  logging  trucks  and 
other  large  commercial  vehicles  also  use  present  "Bundy"  bridge. 

Mitigation 

This  proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives  will  provide  a  dependable,  all-season  facility  for 
commercial  and  local  travel  to/from  and  within  its  area.  The  proposed  new  bridge  will  provide 
commercial  vehicles,  including  livestock  and  logging  trucks,  and  large  farm  implements  the 
opportunity  to  safely  cross  the  river  in  this  location  while  providing  service  to  the  local  communities 
and  area  ranches.  Either  of  the  "build"  alternatives  will  result  in  the  positive  effect  of  improved 
access  for  all  area  residents  and  travelers,  service  and  emergency  vehicles,  and  businesses  which 
rely  on  crossing  this  bridge. 


4.  Recreation 


The  proximity  of  BLM's  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  offers  recreational  opportunities  within  this  proposed 
project's  immediate  vicinity.  Visitors  to  the  NHL  also  occasionally  use  the  "Bundy"  bridge  to  view 
the  Pompey 's  Pillar  formation,  and  to  access  the  river's  northwesterly  (left)  bank.  At  present,  there 
are  no  specific  means  of  controlling/directing  such  use  to/from  or  on  the  "Bundy"  bridge  and/orS - 
568's  present  alignment.  A  (barbed-wire)  fence  runs-along  the  Bundy  Road's  southeasterly 
easement  line  to  the  present  bridge's  southerly  end,  and  parts-of  a  (similar)  fence  are  within  the 
northwesterly  easement  line  (i.e.:  between  the  present  Bundy  Road's  northwesterly  side  and  the 
river's  right  bank).  There  are  (quite  similar)  fences  also  along  both  sides  of  the  road's  easement 
beyond  the  present  bridge's  northerly  end.  The  landowner  has  raised  specific  concerns  (e.g.: 
liability,  property  damage,  vandalism,  etc.)  regarding  the  control  of  recreational  access  on  this 
proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives.  That  landowner  has  tried  to  prevent/control  such  access 
between  the  existing  Bundy  Road's  southwesterly  approach  alignment  and  the  river's  right 
(southeasterly)  bank,  but  has  not  had  much  success  in  that  regard.  Most-of  the  Yellowstone  River's 
right  (southeasterly)  bank  is  in-fact  beyond  S- 5  68's  present  northwesterly  easement  along  its 
southwesterly  approach  to  the  present  "Bundy"  bridge.  Currently,  there  is  an  uncontrolled  "parking 
area"  within  the  curved  approach  (again,  between  the  road  and  the  river)  leading-to  the  "Bundy" 
bridge's  southerly  end.  Most  of  this  "parking  area"  is  on  the  adjacent  private  landowner's  property, 
and  little  (if  any)  fencing  remains  in  that  locale. 

The  MFWP  requested-that  access-to  that  previously-mentioned  "parking  area"  be  maintained  as  a 
"traditional  public  access"  site  (see  copy  of  MFWP  23-Feb-98  letter  in  Appendix  E).  Despite 
MFWP's  claims  about  "long-standing  access"  and  its  "half-day  float"  time  from  an  MFWP-managed 
fishing  access  site  westerly-of  Worden,  this  "parking  area"  (which  occupies  private  property)  isnot 
currently  an  officially  designated/managed  "fishing  access  site"  by  that  agency.  MDT  has  neither 
the  regulatory  authority,  nor  a  specific  policy  regarding  public  recreational  use  management  within 
public  RoW/easements  for  roadways.  Where  such  activities  occur,  they  often  have  the  potential  to 
pose  hazards  for  the  traveling  public  from  uncontrolled  parking  and  pedestrian  access  issues. 
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Those  activities  may  also  contribute  to  trespassing  on  private  property  adjoining  the  roadway's  RoWV 
easement.  Such  activities  do  in  fact  occur,  and  have  posed  those  kinds  of  problems  on  this  proposed 
project's  location. 

Mitigation 

Where  officially-designated  "fishing  access  sites"  are  located  adjacent-toMDT's  proposed  projects, 
MDT  will  provide  specific  access  points  for  vehicles  (and  pedestrian  facilities,  if  deemed  appropriate) 
in  coordination  with  the  MFWP.  Where  possible,  MDT  will  work  with  landowners  (public  and 
private)  to  provide  access  where  recreation  use  has  been  occurring  on  or  adjacent  to  such  a  proposed 
project.  This  requires:  1)  agreement  with  the  landowner(s);  and  2)  also  avoids  potential  hazards  to 
both  the  traveling  public  and  recreationists.  For  this  proposed  project:  1 )  the  landowner  has  made 
clear  a  desire  to  eliminate  the  ongoing  access  at  the  "parking  area"  (which  will  be  partially  covered 
by  either  of  this  proposed  project's  "build"  alternative's  "fill"  embankment  for  the  southerly  approach 
to  the  new  bridge);  and  2)  the  approach  for  the  county's  maintenance  road  to  the  present  "Bundy" 
bridge's  southerly  end  will  be  constructed  to  avoid  posing  (a)  potential  hazard(s)  from  uncontrolled 
parking/recreational  access.  Also,  BLM,  the  county,  and  the  adjacent  landowner  may  reach  some 
future  agreement  for  recreational/pedestrian  (see  the  following  item  "5.  Pedestrians/Bicyclists") 
access  between  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  and  the  present  "Bundy"  bridge  (which  will  be  retained-by 
the  county).  Therefore,  MDT  recommends-that  the  MFWP  coordinate  their  efforts  with  those 
parties  should  that  agency  desire  to  continue  pursuing  the  "long-standing  access"  issue  at  this  locale. 

5.  Pedestrians/Bicyclists 

Pedestrian/bicyclist  use/traffic  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity  is  primarily  the  former,  and  is 
associated-with  the  close  proximity  of  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Presently,  what  pedestrian/bicyclist 
use/traffic  occurs  is  limited-by  both  the  existingS-5  68's  and  "Bundy" bridge's  narrow  widths  ( 1  - 
lane  for  the  latter).  It  is  further  restricted  by  private  land,  which  is  fenced,  between  the  presents - 
568's  southwesterly  approach  alignment  to  the  "Bundy"  bridge  and  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Some 
pedestrian  use  also  occurs  from  vehicles  parking  along  that  southwesterly  approach  (i.e. :  within  that 
previously-described  "parking  area"  see  the  preceding  item  "4.  Recreation"). 

Mitigation 

Either  of  MDT's  "build"  alternative's  wider  approach  roadways  and  (2-lane)  bridge  deck  width  will 
better  accommodate  both  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  on  this  proposed  project.  Either  will  also  greatly 
improve  visibility  for  both  pedestrians/bicyclists  and  drivers  using  the  new  facility.  Therefore,  safety 
for  all  will  be  enhanced/improved;  and  also  pedestrian  access  may  be  allowed  on  the  existing 
"Bundy"  bridge  pending  both  completion  of  this  proposed  project  and  any  future  agreements  between 
the  county,  BLM,  and  the  (adjacent)  private  landowner. 

The  "No  Build"  alternative  would  not  improve  safety  for  pedestrians/bicyclists  and/or  drivers.  Also, 
it  would  further  restrict  any  such  increased  utilization  and  thereby  increase  hazards  to  all  three  types 
of  use. 

B.         ECONOMIC 

This  covers  changes  in  land-use  (including  farmlands),  and  impacts  (if  any)  on  the  local/regional  economies  by 
this  proposed  action. 

1.  Land  Use 

Land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  this  rural  project  is  primarily  agricultural  and  historic/recreational  with 
scattered  farmsteads.  Both  "build"  alternatives  will  require  some  prime  farmland,  as  discussed  in  the 
following  item  ("2.  Farmlands"). 
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Alternatives  F  and  C  require  4.27±  ha  ( 1 0.55±  ac)  or  3.75±  ha  (9.27±  ac),  respectively,  of  additional 
land  for  RoW/easements.  All  RoW  acquired-by  MDT  will  be  transferred-to  Yellowstone  County 
as  an  easement  (under  provisions  of7-14-2107,  M.C.A.),  upon  completion  of  this  proposed  project. 

The  state  has  designated  the  Yellowstone  River  as  a  "navigable  waterway"  within  this  proposed 
project's  area.  Therefore,  under  70-1 6-201  &  70-1-202,  M.C.A.,  the  DNRC  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  land  under  both  the  present  and  proposed  crossings.  MDT  will  request  the  DNRC  to  issue  an 
easement  for  a  new  bridge  constructed  under  this  proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives;  this 
easement  will  (also)  revert-to  Yellowstone  County.  The  DNRC  is  also  a  Cooperating  Agency  on 
this  proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  under  the  provisions  of23CFR  771.1 1 1(d)  (see 
also  part  IV.A.l.  "List  of  Agencies  with  Jurisdiction  and/or  Permitting  Authority  on  p. 33, 
and  copy  of  the  DNRC's  08-Apr-97  letter  in  Appendix  E). 

Mitigation 

This  proposed  action  will  not  have  any  significant  impacts  on  the  location,  distribution,  density  or  rate 
of  development  within  the  county.  MDT's  compensation  policy  for  RoW  acquisitions  is  made  at  "fair 
market  value"  for  the  "highest  and  best  use"  of  the  land.  Any  easements  from  S  -  5  6  8  's  present 
northerly  or  southwesterly  approaches  to  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge  that  are  not  used-on  this 
proposed  project's  new  alignments  or  for  the  county's  maintenance  access  will  revert-to  the  adjacent 
property  owners. 

2.  Farmlands 

According-to  the  NRCS  (formerly  the  Soil  Conservation  Service/SCS),  this  proposed  project's  area 
southeasterly-of  the  Yellowstone  River  is  classified  as  Prime  Farmland.  The  majority  of  this 
farmland  is  irrigated  and  is  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  beets.  Alternative  C  impacts 
approximately  2.5 1  ha  (6.20±  ac),  while  AlternativeF  will  impact  approximately  2.24  ha  (5.54±  ac) 
of  Prime  Farmland; .  In  either  instance,  this  represents  a  minute  fraction  of  the  35,000±  ha  (86,400± 
ac)  of  land  classified  as  Prime  Farmland  in  Yellowstone  County,  and  neither  is  considered  significant. 

Mitigation 

In  accordance  with  the  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  {FPPA,  7  U.S.C.  4201,  et  seq.),  a 
Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating  form  (#AD-1006)  was  completed-for  Alternatives  C  andF. 
Both  alternatives  result-in  less  than  1 60  total  site  assessment  points;  therefore  under  the  provisions 
of7CFR  658.4(c),  no  additional  consideration  for  protection  is  necessary.  A  copy  of  that  #AD- 1 006 
form  is  in  Appendix  D  to  this  document.  Alternative  F,  MDT's  "preferred"  alternative,  was 
developed  in  response  to  landowner  concerns  for  reducing  impacts  to  productive  Prime  Farmland. 

3.  Irrigation 

Each  of  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives  will  cross  an  irrigated  field.  None  of  this 
proposed  project's  alternatives  will  impact  any  irrigation  ditches  or  facilities  (e.g. :  control  structures/ 
"headgates"  etc.)  that  serve  either  this  or  any  other  fields  (see  also  the  "Huntley  Canal  Project. 
N2  7  Lateral"  discussion  under  part  C.7.,  following). 

Mitigation 

Irrigation  will  be  sustained  (/'.  e. :  through  pipes)  on  those  portions  of  that  field  which  are  beyond  this 
proposed  project's  limits. 

4.  Local  and  Regional  Economies 

The  proposed  project  will  not  have  any  net  long-term  adverse  effects  on  the  local  and/or  regional 
economies,  but  will  result  in  beneficial  long-term  effects. 
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Long-term  adverse  effects  will  be  the  loss  of  farmlands  (as  described  previously)  from  the  tax  rolls; 
this  minor  loss  will  have  a  negligible  effect  on  revenues  for  Yellowstone  County. 

Mitigation 

One  of  the  beneficial  effects  of  this  proposed  project  will  be  the  ability  of  the  new  bridge  to  carry 
loads  in  excess  of  13.6±  metric  tonnes  (15±  tons),  as  well  as  wider  loads  and  with  no  height 
limitations.  This  will  enable  commercial,  logging  and  livestock  trucks  to  safely  cross  the  river  in  this 
location.  It  will  provide  a  more  direct  route  for  trucks  and  other  vehicles  that  have  been  required  to 
circumvent  (a  distance  of  over  125±  km  (80±  miles)  this  crossing  because  of  safety  concerns  and 
weight/  clearance  restrictions.  This  will  improve  the  long-term  viability  of  the  local  and  regional 
farming  operations  which  are  key  to  the  local  and  regional  economies. 

C.         ENVIRONMENTAL 

This  covers  the  biological,  cultural,  hazardous  waste,  and  related  impacts  from  this  proposed  action. 

1.  Floodplains  (E.O.  11988) 

Executive  Order  (E.O.)  N2  1 1988  and  FHWA's  floodplain  regulations  (23  CFR  650,  Subpart  A) 
require  an  evaluation  of  this  proposed  action  to  determine  if  any  of  its  alternatives  encroach  on  the 
"base"  floodplain.  The  "base"  floodplain  is  defined-as  the  area  covered  by  water  from  a  "  1 00-year" 
flood.  The  "100-year"  flood  represents  a  flood  event  which  has  a  one-percent  chance  of  occurring 
on  any  day,  or  a  probability  of  occurring  once  in  every  100  years.  The  fields  above/beyond  the 
Yellowstone  River's  southeasterly  (right)  bank  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity  have  been  inundated 
during  periods  of  high  water. 

Mitigation 

This  proposed  project's  alternatives'  southerly  approach  alignments  onS-568  will  neither  substantial- 
ly impede  flood  flows,  nor  cause  extensive  spreading  of  same  for  those  high  water  events.  The 
proposed  approaches  at  both  ends  of  the  new  bridge  will  be  constructed  to  allow  "overtopping"  during 
a  "30-year"  flood.  This  crossing  is  not  within  a  floodplain  delineated-by  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency's  (FEMA's)  criteria,  and  therefore  a  FEMA  Floodplain  Development  permit 
will  not  be  required.  This  proposed  project  will  not  promote  or  encourage  development  within  the 
floodplain,  nor  increase  flood  liability  hazards  from  its  construction.  This  proposed  project  is  therefore 
considered  to  be  in  compliance  with  Executive  Order  N°  1 1 988,  and  this  proposed  project's  "build" 
alternatives  meet  the  floodplain  management  criteria. 

2.  Seeding/Erosion  Control 

The  impacts  from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives  are  similar  for  seeding/erosion  control. 
Construction  of  highway  cuts  and  embankments,  if  left  unchecked,  will  result  in  temporary  erosion 
and  siltation  of  adjacent  waterways.  Construction  of  the  new  bridge  (i.e. :  its  piers  &  abutments), 
and  new  fills  will  cause  temporary  soil  surface  disturbances  and  short-term  siltation  into  the 
Yellowstone  River. 

Mitigation 

Erosion  Control  Plans  (ecp's)  to  minimize  and  control  siltation  from  this  proposed  project's  "build" 
alternatives  will  be  submitted-to  the  DEQ's  Water  Quality  Division  in  compliance  with  their  Montana 
Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  Regulations  (ARM  16.20.1314).  Best  Management 
Practices  (bmp's)  will  be  used  in  the  design  of  this  Plan  using  guidelines  as  established  inMDT's 
Highway  Construction  Standard  Erosion  Control  Work  plan.  The  objective  is  to  minimize  erosion  of 
disturbed  areas  during  and  following  construction  of  this  proposed  project. 
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Work  in  the  river  will  be  allowed  only  during  those  periods  specified  by  the  regulatory  resource 
management  agencies  (i.e.:  the  MFWP). 

MDT  will  re-establish  a  permanent  desirable  vegetation  community  over  all  surface  areas  beyond  the 
new  bridge  and  roadway's  shoulders  disturbed-by  construction  of  the  proposed  "build"  alternatives. 
This  action  will  be  in  accordance  with  7-22-2152  and  60-2-208,  M.C.A.  A  set  of  revegetation 
guidelines  will  be  developed-by  MDT  that  must  be  followed  by  the  contractor.  These  specifications 
have  instructions  on  seeding  methods,  dates,  mix  components,  and  the  types  and  amounts  of  mulch 
and  fertilizer.  Seed  mixes  include  a  variety  of  species  to  assure  that  areas  disturbed  by  construction 
are  immediately  stabilized  by  vegetative  cover.  The  Seeding  Special  Provisions  developed  for  this 
proposed  project  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Yellowstone  County  Weed  District  Supervisor  for  approval. 

3.  Water  Quality 

The  Yellowstone  River  is  a  major  tributary  to  the  Missouri  River  draining  a  large  portion  of  south 
central  and  south  eastern  Montana.  At  this  proposed  project's  crossing,  the  normal  flow  (annualized) 
is  approximately  200  mVs  (7,142±  ft3/s),  contributed  by  a  watershed  of  approximately  36,3 19  km2 

(14,019±  mi2).  On  this  proposed  project,  the  Yellowstone  River's  a  fast-flowing  watercourse  over 
a  bottom  that  consists  primarily  of  unconsolidated  cobble  and/or  sand,  with  little  or  no  vegetation. 
Within  the  river's  channel  are  sand/gravel  bars  that  are  subject  to  shifting  with  varying  hydrologic 
conditions.  The  streambank/riparian  areas  along  its  northwesterly  side  are  either  sharp  escarpments 
rising-up  to  50±  m  (165±  ft)  above  the  water,  or  the  rolling  rangeland  and  riparian  area  associated 

with  the  Pompeys  Pillar  Creek's  valley.  The  area  above  the  river's  southeasterly  (right)  bank  is  a 
fairly-level  floodplain  (see  item  "1.  Flood  plains"  previous),  with  the  exception  of  the  Pompey's  Pillar 
formation  itself. 

Pompeys  Pillar  Creek  is  an  intermittent  stream  flowing-into  the  Yellowstone  River  from  the  west- 
northwest,  with  it's  mouth  approximately  80  m  (260±  ft)  upstream  from  the  northerly  end  of  this 

proposed  project's  new  bridge.  Its  primary  sources  are  in  the  southeasterly  slopes  of  the  Bull 
Mountains,  some  37±  km  (23±  mi)  beyond  this  proposed  project's  northerly  end.  It  also  conveys 

stormwater  and  meltwater  runoff  from  that  watershed  to  the  Yellowstone  River,  and  therefore  is 
subject  to  temporary  high  flows.  Its  channel's  bottom  is  unconsolidated  gravel,  sand  and  silt;  is  dry 
the  majority  of  time  and  largely  unvegetated. 

Mitigation 

No  permanent  impacts  to  water  quality  will  result  from  this  proposed  project.  Temporary  impacts 
from  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives  over  the  Yellowstone  River  will  be  limited-to  the 
construction  of  new  bridge  support  piers,  and  placement  of  "rip-rap"  around  both  of  its  abutments  to 
prevent  scour.  During  construction,  bmp's  will  be  installed  to  minimize  the  effects  of  sediment  runoff 
from  same.  All  work  will  also  be  done  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1 987  (P.L.  100- 
4),  as  amended.  Pompeys  Pillar  Creek's  channel  will  not  be  affected  by  this  proposed  project. 

4.  Wetlands  (E.0. 11990) 

All  wetlands  areas  that  may  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project  are  delineated  under  the  criteria 
developed-by  the  U.S.  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE).  These  criteriarequire  the  presence  of 
1 )  hydric  soils,  2)  hydrophytic  vegetation,  and  3)  a  hydrologic  regime  for  an  area  to  be  classified  as 
a  wetland.  Areas  meeting  all  three  of  those  criteria  as  wetlands  are  rated  by  function,  value,  and 
classification.  A  wetland's  function  is  based-on  its  ecological  relationship  absent  any  artificial 
influence(s).  Its  value(s)  is  (are)  the  benefit(s)  derived-from  one  or  more  of  those  functions  and  the 
physical  characteristics  associated-with  that  wetland.  Wetlands  functions  and  values  are  rated  as 
either  low,  moderate,  or  high.  Wetlands  are  ranked  by  four  classifications  using  their  functions, 
values,  and  other  criteria  with  class  I  being  the  highest. 
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A  wetlands  survey  of  the  proposed  project  area  was  conducted  by  an  environmental  consultant  for 
MDT  on  November  1  and  2, 1996.  Results  ofthat  survey  were  evaluated  by  an  MDT  Biologist,  and 
included  in  the  Final  Biological  Resources  Report  (BRR,  available  for  review  at  MDT)  for  this 
proposed  project.  The  following  four  (4)  wetlands  were  identified  within  this  proposed  project's  area 
(these  are  shown  in  Figure  4  on  p. 20): 

Wetland  100  (class  III)  is  in  a  stream  or  drainage  channel  located  next-to  the  northwesterly 
side  of  the  Bundy  Road's  present  alignment,  approximately  1 20m  (395±  ft)  southwesterly 
of  the  existing  bridge.  The  area  of  this  wetland  is  estimated  to  be  1 .2  -  1 .6±  ha  (3  -  4±  ac). 

Alternative  C  would  not  impact  this  wetland,  whileMDT's  "preferred'  Alternative  F  impacts 
approximately  0.003  ha  (0.007±  ac)  of  this  wetland. 

Wetland  200  (class  III)  is  along  the  northwesterly  (left)  bank  of  the  Yellowstone  River,  and 
extends-from  approximately  1 05  m  (345±  ft)  upstream  to  approximately  335  m  ( 1 ,099±  ft) 

downstream-from  the  existing  bridge.  The  total  area  of  this  wetland  is  estimated  to  be 
approximately  2.0  -  2.2  ha  (4.9  -  5.4±  ac),  and  the  estimated  amount  of  impacts  is  identical 

for  Alternatives  C  or  F.  Permanent  impacts  to  this  wetland  will  be  limited-to  the  area 
occupied  by  one  2.6±m  (8.5±  ft)  diameter  bridge  pier,  resulting-in  approximately  0.0005  ha 

(0.00 12±  ac)  in  size.  Additional  temporary  impacts  from  the  proposed  construction  will  be 
approximately  0.352  ha  (0.87±  ac),  which  is  the  total  area  of  this  wetland  within  the  proposed 
construction  limits. 

Wetland  300  (class  IV)  is  a  small  depression  along  a  natural  drainage  within  the  Pompeys 
Pillar  Creek's  system.  It  is  located  approximately  32m  ( 1 05±  ft)  westerly  of  the  approach 

to  the  northerly  end  of  the  existing"Bundy"  bridge.  This  wetland's  total  area  is  estimated 
to  be  approximately  0.02  ha  (0.05±  ac).  This  wetland  is  located  just-beyond  the  proposed 

construction  limits  for  Alternative  C;  however,MDT's  "preferred"  Alternative  F  will  impact 
approximately  0.004  ha  (0.01±  ac). 

Wetland  400  (class  III)  is  located  just  westerly-of  Bundy  Road,  with  its  nearest  distance 
to  the  road  0.3±  km  (0.2±  mi)  northerly-of  the  existing  bridge.  It  is  situated  in  a  "cut-off 

meander  loop"  of  Pompeys  Pillar  Creek.  The  total  area  of  this  wetland  is  estimated  to  be 
approximately  0.6  ha  (1 .5±  ac).  The  amount  of  impacts  would  be  about  0.02  fa  (0.05±  ac) 
for  Alternative  C,  and  are  0.01±  ha  (0.015±  ac)  for  MDT's  "prefer red'  Alternative  F. 

Summary  of  Impacts 

Grading  for  the  new  approach  roads  will  impact  these  wetland  areas  under  this  proposed  project's 
"Build"  alternatives.  Impacts  will  occur  at  two  or  four  wetland  locations  on  this  proposed  project, 
depending-on  the  chosen  "Build"  alternative.  As  shown  in  'Table  1"  on  the  following  page,  the  total 
impacts  from  the  proposed  Alternative  C  would  be  approximately  0.023  ha  (0.05 1±  ac).  The  total 
impacts  resulting-from  MDT's  "preferred'  Alternative  F  will  be  approximately  0.0135  ha  (0.033± 
ac).  These  represent,  respectively,  about  0.52%  or  0.31%  of  the  total  amount  of  wetlands  that  are, 
in  part,  located  within  this  proposed  project.  The  primary  difference  in  wetlands  impacts  between 
Alternatives  C  and  F  is  Wetland  400.  There  will  be  temporary  impacts  for  both  "Build"  alternatives 
(approximately  0.352  ha/0.87±  ac)  to  Wetland  200  from  the  proposed  new  bridge's  pier. 

Avoidance  and  Minimization 

Impacts  to  wetland  resources  have  been  minimized  to  the  extent  practicable,  and  with  Alternative 
F  by  "shifting"  its  proposed  alignment  southeasterly  (to  the  right)  nearWetland  100.  Alternative 
F  has  been  selected-as  MDT's  "preferred"  alternative,  and  will  impact  41%  less  wetland  acreage 
than  Alternative  C,  as  shown-in  "Table  1"  (on  the  following  page). 
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Table  1: 
Wetlands  Impacts  Summary 


Wetland 


Total  Area* 


Area  of  Impact" 


Impact  Area  -  %  of 
Total  Area 


100 

(Class  III) 

1.2±to  1.6±ha 
(3±  -  4±  ac) 

AltC 
AltF- 

-  No  Impact 

•  0.003±  ha  (0.007±  ac) 

Alt  C  -  No  Impact 
Alt  F  -  0.2% 

200 
(Class  III) 

2.0±to2.2±ha 
(4.9±-5.4±ac) 

AltC 
AltF- 

-0.0005±ha(0.0012±ac) 
-0.0005±ha(0.0012±ac) 

0.02% 
0.02% 

300 

(Class  IV) 

0.02±  ha 
(0.05±  ac) 

AltC 
AltF- 

-  No  Impact 
■0.004±ha(0.01±ac) 

Alt  C  -  No  Impact 
Alt  F  -  20% 

400 

(Class  III) 

0.6±  ha 
(1.5±ac) 

AltC 
AltF- 

-  0.022±  ha  (0.054  ±  ac) 
■0.006±  ha  (0.015  ±  ac) 

Alt  C  -  4% 
AltF-  1% 

Total 


3.8±to4.4±ha         AltC 
(9.4±-10.9±ac)        AltF 


0.023±  ha  (0.055±  ac) 
0.0135±ha(0.033±ac; 


Alt  C  -  0.52  % 
AltF -0.31  % 


*   Total  wetland  area  estimates  based-on  site  visit  and  photograph/USGS  quad  review 
**  Area  represents  permanent  impacts,  only 

Wetland  impacts  associated  with  Alternative F,  MDT's  "preferred'  alternative,  have  been  minimized 
with  4: 1  and  3:1  "fill"  slopes,  and  by  "V"  ditches  rather-than  "flat-bottomed"  ditches.  Those  "V" 
ditches  will  reduce  the  width  of  the  impacted  areas  by  as-much-as  3±m  (9±  ft)  on  either  side  of  the 

proposed  new  roadway. 

Mitigation 

E.O.N8 1 1990  was  issued  "to  avoid  to  the  extent  possible  the  long-  and  short-term  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  the  destruction  or  modification  of  wetlands,  and  to  avoid  direct  or  indirect  support  of 
new  construction  in  wetlands  wherever  there  is  a  practicable  alternative  .  .  ."  The  "no  net  loss  of 
wetlands"  is  a  Federal  policy  position,  and  provisions  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1251-1376)  require  that  the  loss  of  wetland  be  mitigated.  The  spirit  of  these  provisions 
suggest  that  lost  wetland  area  be  replaced  in-kind  and  on-site,  when  practicable.  When  in-kind  and/or 
on-site  mitigation  is  not  practicable,  replacement  with  wetlands  of  similar  function  and  value  and/or 
within  the  same  watershed  or  sub-watershed  is  desired. 

The  implementation  ofMDT's  "preferred'  Alternative  F  results-in  0.0 1 35±  ha  (0.033±  ac)  of  impacts 
to  both  class  III  &  IV  wetlands.  Under  MDT's  current  wetlands  impacts  policies,  which  are 
reviewed-by  the  Montana  InterAgency  Wetlands  Group  (MIWG,  which  includes  both  Federal  & 
state  agenciesw/jurisdictional  authority  over  wetlands),  these  (total  impacts)  will  be  "rounded"  to  0 
with  no  compensatory  mitigation.  However,  implementation  of  Alternative  C  would  result  in  0.023± 
ha  (0.055±  ac,  total)  of  wetlands  impacts.  Therefore,  if  this  alternative  was  constructed,  those  (total) 
impacts  would  be  consequently  "rounded"  to  0.04±  ha  (0. 1±  ac)  and  recorded-onMDT's  Wetland 
Ledger.  Wetlands  impacts  recorded-on  that  Ledger  (which  is  also  under  MIWG's  review)  are 
replaced  when  suitable  compensatory  mitigation  opportunities  occur,  or  if  it  is  practicable, 
compensatory  mitigation  will  be  accomplished  concurrent  with  the  a  proposed  project's  construction. 

For  Alternative  C's  wetlands  impacts,  one  upland  area  ("POTENTIAL  WETLAND  MITIGATION 
AREA  A"  see  Figure  4,  preceding)  considered-as  a  potential  mitigation  site  has  been  identified  near 
the  project  site.  This  site  is  of  sufficient  size  to  create  the  required  amount  of  mitigation  wetlands  if 
Alternative  C  was  in-fact  constructed.  It  was  identified-by  the  USFWS  as  a  potential  area  to  create 
a  mitigation  wetland  for  this  proposed  project.  It  is  located  approximately  1 .6  km  ( 1  ±  mi)  southeas- 
terly of  this  proposed  project,  and  is  3.2±  km  (2±  mi)  westerly-of  the  Pompeys  Pillar  townsite. 
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FIGURE  4 


Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  Northwest  of  Pompeys  Pillar 

Yellowstone  County,  Montana 
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There  will  be  temporary  impacts  by  either  proposed  "Build"  alternative  of  approximately  0.352  ha 
(0.87  ±  ac)  to  Wetland  200  from  construction  activities  within  the  river.  Due-to  the  dynamic  nature 
of  this  riparian  area,  any  temporary  disturbances  from  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative's  construction 
will  be  mitigated  by  natural  processes. 

5.  Threatened/Endangered  (T/E)  Species 

Identification  of  Federally-listed  T/E  Species  for  this  proposed  action  was  conducted  in  accordance 
with  Section  7(a)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (16.U.S.C.  1531  -  1543).  Correspondence 
received-from  the  USFWS  (refer-to  this  proposed  project's  BRR)  identifies  this  proposed  action 
as  being  within  the  range  of  suitable  habitat  for  one  Threatened  Species  -  the  bald  eagle,  and  three 
Endangered  Species  -  peregrine  falcon,  black-footed  ferret,  and  pallid  sturgeon.  In  addition,  the  study 
area  is  also  within  the  range  of  suitable  habitat  for  three  Candidate  species  -  the  swift  fox,  sicklefin 
chub,  and  sturgeon  chub.    Each  of  these  species,  and  mitigation  if  warranted,  is  discussed  below: 

Bald  Eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus.  Threatened) 

Bald  eagle  habitat  and  nesting  areas  are  typically  within  0.8±  km  (0.5±  mi)  of  a  large  body 

of  water,  and  the  Yellowstone  River  provides  ideal  habitat  conditions  for  bald  eagles.  There 
is  a  bald  eagle  nest  located  approximately  0.8  km  (0.5±  mi)  westerly  (upstream)  from  this 

proposed  project.  The  nesting  site  is  in  a  grove  of  cottonwood  trees  along  the  southerly  side 
(right  bank)  of  the  river,  and  is  within  an  abandoned  heron  habitat  ("rookery").  This  site  was 
checked  and  found  to  be  active  in  1997  and  1998  (aerial  survey)  by  the  MFWP  Non-game 
Coordinator.  This  nesting  site  is  located-on  the  fringe  of  the  primary  use  area  as  defined  by 
the  Montana  Bald  Eagle  Management  Plan  (1994).  This  proposed  project's  "Build" 
alternatives  involve  replacement  of  an  existing  bridge  that  is  at,  or  beyond  the  limits  of  that 
Plan's  "primary  use  area"  (see  the  "Mitigation/Coordination  Measures"  on  p. 22). 

Two  (2)  element  occurrence  records  (e.o.r.'s)  regarding  bald  eagle  nests  are  recorded-by 
the  MNHP.  One  nest  is  listed  as  being  approximately  1 .3  km  easterly  (0.8±  mi  downstream) 

from  the  project  site.  That  site  has  been  abandoned,  and  the  pair  of  eagles  that  previously 
nested  there  have  moved-to  a  new  site  approximately  4.3  km  (2.7±  mi)  farther  downstream. 
The  other  e.o.r.'s  for  a  nest  approximately  9  km  (5.5  ±  mi)  upstream  from  this  proposed 
project's  crossing.  The  last  survey  done  in  that  area  confirms  it's  an  active  nest,  however 
this  proposed  project  will  not  impact  either  of  those  nesting  sites. 

During  spring  migration  (generally  in  the  month  of  March),  up-to  100±  eagles  have  been 
observed  both  in  the  trees  and  over  the  river  between  0.8±  km  and  2.4±  km  (0.5±  &  1 .5± 

mi)  immediately  downstream  from  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge.  The  number  of  eagles 
(average  15±),  and  length  of  time  (the  bulk  of  the  month  of  March)  that  they're  regularly 
observed  qualify  this  stretch  of  river  as  a  "Vital  Roost"  site  as  described  in  the  USFWS' 
Montana  Bald  Eagle  Management  Plan. 

Peregrine  Falcon  (Falco  pereprinus,  Endangered) 

The  escarpments  just  up-  and  downstream  from  this  proposed  project  provide  opportunity 

for  peregrine  falcon  habitats  (e.g. :  "hack"  sites);  however,  no  peregrine  falcons  have  been 
observed.  A  "hack"  site  consists-of  a  nest/perch  created-by  MFWP  or  the  USFWS  at  a 
location  suitable  for  peregrine  falcon  development  (the  term  derives-from  the  methodology 
employed  in  releasing  a  pair  of  these  raptors  from  their  confinement  at  the  locale).  A  "hack" 
site  has  been  established  on  a  steep  bluff  above  the  river's  northerly  (left)  bank 
approximately  2. 1  km  easterly  ( 1 .3±  mi  downstream)  from  this  proposed  project's  crossing. 

Black-footed  Ferret  (Mustela  nipripes,  Endangered) 

According-to  the  USFWS,  suitable  black-footed  ferret  habitat's  associated-with  the  presence 
of  prairie  dog  (Cynomvs  ludovicianuslCynomys  gunnisoni)  colonies  ("towns")  covering 
at-least  30±  ha  (74±  ac). 
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No  prairie  dog  "towns"  have  been  observed  in  this  area,  and  therefore,  this  proposed  project 
is  "not  likely  to  adversely  affect"  the  black-footed  ferret. 

Pallid  Sturgeon  (Scaphirhychus  albus,  Endangered) 

The  Yellowstone  River  provides  suitable  pallid  sturgeon  habitat;  however,  there  are  no 
known  occurrences  of  this  Endangered  species  near  this  proposed  project.  Further,  there 
are  no  records  of  this  species  above  Intake  Diversion  Dam,  which  is  over  21±  km  north- 
easterly of  ( 1 3±  mi  downstream -from)  Glendive.  Therefore,  this  proposed  project  is  (also) 
"not  likely  to  adversely  affect"  the  pallid  sturgeon. 

Candidate  Species 

Candidate  species  are  those  which  are  of  concern  to  the  USFWS  and  other  biological  resource 

management  agencies,  and  are  currently  being  considered  for  addition  to  the  list  of  T/E  Species.  The 
swift  fox  is  a  candidate  species  that  has  potential  to  occur  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  project; 
however,  there  are  no  records  of  observation  of  this  species.  The  sturgeon  chub  and  the  sicklefin 
chub  are  also  cited  as  candidate  species  that  may  occur  in  the  Yellowstone  River  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  project.  There  are  also  no  records  of  these  two  species  within  this  proposed  project. 

Impacts  to  T/E  Species 

Impacts  to  any  of  the  preceding  T/E  Species'  habitats  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  project  will  be 
limited-to  an  area  representing  a  very  small  portion  of  similar  habitat  in  the  surrounding  area.  Based 
on  the  preceding  information,  and  including  the  following  "Mitigation/Coordination  Measures"  this 
proposed  project  is  "not  likely  to  affect"  any  T/E  Species  or  their  critical  habitats. 
Mitigation/Coordination  Measures 

The  MFWP  Non-game  Coordinator  will  conduct  aerial  surveys  of  the  nearest  bald  eagle  nesting  site 
between  April  15th  and  May  5th.  and  again  in  June,  1999  to  determine  if  that  site  is  still  occupied. 
Findings  by  MFWP' s  Non-game  Coordinator  should  be  verified  by  an  MDT  Biologist,  or  a  qualified 
biological  resources  consultant  prior-to  construction.  Also,  any  construction  activities  during  the 
month  of  March  (i.e.:  the  peak  period  of  bald  eagle  migration)  should  be  coordinated  with  both  an 
MDT   biologist  and  the  MFWP's  Non-game  coordinator. 

For  that  bald  eagle  nest  located  approximately  0.8  km  westerly  (0.5  ±  miles  upstream)  from  the 
proposed  project,  special  provisions,  such  as  no  blasting  or  pile  driving  during  the  nesting  period  of 
February  1  S^to  April  1 5th,  will  be  included  in  the  contractor's  agreement  if  it  is  determined  byMDT's 
biologist  that  the  nest  is  occupied  at  the  time  of  construction.  Coordination  with  the  MFWP  regarding 
such  restrictions  will  occur  prior  to  preparation  of  construction  documents  and/or  construction. 

The  MFWP  Non-game  Coordinator  will  also  be  contacted  prior-to  construction  to  ensure  that  no 
peregrine  falcon  nest(s)  have  been  established  near  this  proposed  project. 

6.  Biological  Resources 

Terrestrial  Resources 

General  Description 

A  variety  of  reptilian/herptilian,  avian,  and  mammalian  species  common-to  the  region  are  found  in  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity.  Discussions  about  these  species  and  their  habitats  are  within  this 
proposed  project's  BRR. 

Impacts  to  Terrestrial  Resources 

There  will  be  relatively  little  overall  impact  to  terrestrial  resources  (other  than  farmlands)  as  a  result 
of  this  proposed  project.  Impacts  will  be  limited-to  areas  immediately  adjacent-toS  -  5  6  8  's  existing 
alignment  plus  the  new  RoW/easement  under  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives.  The 
amount  of  vegetation/habitat  that  will  be  impacted  is  only  a  small  portion  of  comparable  plant 
communities  within  the  study  area. 
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Mitigation/Coordination  Measures 

No  impacts  to,  or  mitigation  for  terrestrial  resources  would  be  necessary  for  this  proposed  project's 
"No  Build"  alternative.  Mitigation  will  be  included  for  "raptor-proofing"  relocated  overhead  electric 
power  distribution  lines  (see  section  III.E.l. "Utilities"  following)  in  accordance  with  MDT's 
guidelines.  Mitigation  for  vegetation  impacts  will  occur  through  seeding  areas  disturbed-by 
construction  (see  also  item  "2.  Seeding/Erosion  Control",  preceding). 

Aquatic  Resources 

General  Description 

The  Yellowstone  River  is  a  productive  and  varied  fisheries  resource.  This  proposed  project'sBRR 
contains  a  list  (provided-by  the  MFWP,  see  copy  of  3 1  -May-94  letter)  of  species  that  are  common 
to,  or  that  may  occur  within,  this  reach  of  the  river. 

According  to  MFWP,  there  are  no  known  fisheries  issues  associated  with  Pompeys  Pillar  Creek. 

Impacts  to  Aquatic  Resources 

Impacts  to  the  Yellowstone  River  will  be  limited  to  the  proposed  "Build"  alternative's  new  bridge 
support  piers  and  placement  of  permanent  erosion  control  ("rip-rap")  around  both  bridge  abutments 
to  prevent  scour.  According-to  this  proposed  project'sBRR,  any  impacts  on  fisheries  resources  by 
its  "Build"  alternatives  will  be  minor.  There  would  be  no  impacts  from  the  "No  Build"  alternative 
barring  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse  of  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge. 

Pompeys  Pillar  Creek  is  upstream  from  the  new  bridge,  and  only  the  aquatic  resources  associated 
with  its  "Wetlands  300"&  "400"  will  be  impacted-by  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives. 

Mitigation/Coordination  Measures 

Due-to  relatively  little  impact  on  aquatic  resources  associated  with  this  proposed  project's  "Build" 
alternatives,  no  mitigation  will  be  required.  The  bmp's  under  an  DEQ-approved  erosion  control  plan 
(see  item  "2.  Seeding/Erosion  Control",  previous)  will  be  utilized  to  minimize  the  effect  of 
sediment  run-off  during  the  construction  period.  Preliminary  information  has  been  sent-to  the  MFWP 
for  review  and  initiation-of  this  proposed  project \124SPA  permitting  process  (no  response  has  been 
received  to-date). 

Rare  and  Sensitive  Species 

According  to  a  search  of  the  MNHP  database  and  a  review  of  the  project  by  MFWP,  there  are  no 

records  of  rare  or  sensitive  species,  nor  any  (Montana)  species  of  special  concern  inhabiting  this 
proposed  project's  site.  This  finding  was  verified  by  on-site  review  for  preparation  of  this  proposed 
project's  BRR.  This  proposed  project  will  have  no  impacts  on  special  concern  plant/wildlife  species. 

Three  e.o.r.  's  are  cited-by  the  MNHP  (see  copy  of  04-Apr-96  letter  in  Appendix  E),  however,  none 
are  within  this  proposed  project's  area.  Two  of  those  e.o.r. 's  are  the  previously-referenced  bald 
eagle  nesting  sites  (see  also  the  preceding  item  "5.  T/E  Species").  The  third  e.o.r  is  that  great  blue 
heron  (Ardea  herodias)  rookery  approximately  0.8±  km  westerly  (0.5  ±  mi  upstream)  from  this 

proposed  project.  That  is  the  rookery  which  was  abandoned  and  an  active  eagle  nest  established 
within-same.  If  nesting  activities  were  to  be  resumed  by  great  blue  heron,  they  would  occur  between 
April  15th  and  August  1st.  The  rookery  will  be  checked  by  an  MDT  biologist  prior-to  any 
construction  activities  on  this  proposed  project's  "build"  alternatives  to  determine  its  status. 

7.  Cultural/Archaeological/Historical  Resources 

A  Cultural  Resources  Investigation  (CRI)  was  performed-on  this  proposed  project's  area  in  June, 
1995.  Four  (historic)  sites  were  identified  in  or  near  the  area,  and  the  specific  locations  and  details 
of  each  is  in  the  "Cultural  Resource  Investigations  for  the  Proposed  Yellowstone  Bridge 
Replacement  Project  Near  Pompeys  Pillar  in  Yellowstone  County,  Montana"  (June,  1997). 
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An  additional  study:  "Criterion  D  Evaluation  -  CampNfi44  of  the  1873  Yellowstone  Expedition, 
Yellowstone  County,  Montana"  was  prepared-by  MDT  in  December,  1 996  for  one  of  the  identified 
historical  sites  (24YL666). 

Of  these  four  sites,  three  were  found  to  be  eligible  for  listing-in  the  NRHP.,  and  these  latter  included 
the  following:  Yellowstone  River  (Pompeys  Pillar/"Bundy")  Bridge;  Camp  N2  44  of  the  1873 
Yellowstone  Expedition;  and  theN8  7  Lateral  of  the  Huntley  Canal  Project.  Lateral  Na  7  of  the 
Huntley  Canal  Project  was  later  determined  to  be  outside  (southerly)  of  this  proposed  project's  limits. 
In  addition  to  these  sites,  the  Lewis  &  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  is  within/along  the  Yellowstone 
River  at  this  proposed  project's  crossing.  The  U.S.  DEPARTMENT OFTHElNTERIOR's  National  Park 
Service  administers  this  Trail  in  partnership  with  many  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  private 
organizations,  and  private  landowners.  However,  based-on  coordination  with  the  SHPO,  this  Trail 
is  not  a  historic  site,  and  is  not  eligible  for  listing-in  the  NRHP.  The  three  historic/NRHP-eligible  sites 
are  described  as-follows: 

Huntley  Canal  Project,  N2  7  Lateral  (24YL285) 

The  Huntley  Canal  Project  along  the  southeasterly  Yellowstone  Valley  northeasterly-of 

Billings  was  among  the  earlier  irrigation  systems  constructed  after  the  passage  of  the  1 902 
National  (or  "Newlands")  Reclamation  Act  (32  U.S.C.  388,  as  amended),  and  subsequent 
creation  of  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  Interior's  Reclamation  Service  (USRS,  now 
known-as  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation/BuRec,  or  BoR).  Site  24YL285  is  a  0.9±  by  1 .2±m 

(3±  x  4±  ft.)  secondary  lateral  ditch  from  the  Huntley  Main  Canal,  constructedc.  1907-08. 
This  site,  designated-as  "Lateral  Ns  7"  was  recommended  to  be  eligible  for  the  NRHP  as  a 
contributing  element  of  the  Huntley  Canal  system;  SHPO  concurred  with  this  determination 
on  July  13,1 997  (Appendix  C).  This  NRHP-eligible  site  is  located  outside  the  limits  of  this 
proposed  project,  therefore  will  not  be  affected  by  it. 

The  Yellowstone  River  (Pompeys  Pillar/"Bundy")  Bridge  (24YL784) 

The  (present)  bridge  is  a  steel  structure  consisting  of  three  main  Warren  through-truss  spans 

with  a  short  plate-girder  approach  span  on  each  end  constructed  c.  1 9 1 5  for  $43,920. 

According-to  the  CRI,  the  bridge  is  believed  to  be  the  "oldest  remaining,  and  probably  the 

first,  steel  truss  bridge  with  riveted  connections,  to  be  built  across  the  Yellowstone."  A 

Historic  Architectural  Engineering  Record  (HAER)  inventory  of  the  bridge  was  conducted 

in  1 979,  and  updated  in  1 998.  The  present  "Bundy"  bridge  is  (also)  eligible  for  listing-in  the 

NRHP,  and  the  SHPO  concurred  with  this  eligibility  on  July  13,  1995  (Appendix  C). 

The  (former  Federal- Aid)  Highway  Bridge  Replacement  and  Rehabilitation  Program  for 
Historic  Bridge  Preservation  requires-that  states  proposing  the  demolition  of  a  historic  bridge 
as  part  of  a  replacement  project  (under  23  U.S.C.  144(o)(4),  as  amended)  "...  shall  first 
make  the"  (historic)  "bridge  available  for  donation  to  a"  (state  or  local  agency)  "or 
responsible  private  entity  if  (same  agency  or  entity)  "enters  into  an  agreement  to": 

(A)  maintain  the  bridge  and  features  that  preserves  its  historic  significance; 
and 

(B)  assume  all  future  legal  and  financial  responsibility  for  the  bridge,  including  an  agreement 
to  hold  the  state's  transportation  agency  harmless  in  any  liability  action. 

The  costs  incurred  by  the  agency  or  entity  to  preserve  the  historic  bridge  are  eligible  for 
reimbursement  up  to,  but  not  in  excess  of,  the  demolition  estimate  for  that  bridge.  The 
present  "Bundy"  bridge  was  therefore  advertised  (by  MDT)  for  "adoption"  by  any  such 
"responsible  government  agency  or  private"  party/ies.  The  present  "Bundy"  bridge  has  been 
"adopted"  by  Yellowstone  County  and  will  remain  in-place  following  this  proposed  project's 
completion.  A  January  25, 1 999  letter  from  the  SHPO  states-that  this  proposed  project  will 
have  "No  Effect"  on  this  historic  bridge  (Appendix  C). 
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Camp  N2  44  of  the  1873  Yellowstone  Expedition  (24YL666) 

This  site  (24YL666)  was  the  location  of  CampN244  of  the  1 873  Yellowstone  Expedition  for 

locating  a  route  for  the  Northern  Pacific  RR  (NPRR,  which  then  extended-to  Bismark  in 

Dakota  Territory).    The  Camp's  location  was  confirmed  from  an  examination  of  both 

archaeological  and  historic  materials,  including  photographs.  It  is  recommended  as  eligible 

for  the  NRHP  both  for  its  link  with  the  NPRR  ,which  was  built  1 .2±  km  (0.75±  mi)  southerly 

of  this  proposed  project's  southerly  beginning  (and  is  presently  part-of  the  BNSF),  and  its 
association  with  VCoL  G.  A.  Custer  who  commanded  the  U.SJ^Cavalry  at  that  site.  An 
additional  study:  "Criterion  D  Evaluation  -  Camp  Na  44  of  the  1 873  Yellowstone  Expedition, 
Yellowstone  County,  Montana"  prepared  in  December,  1 996  determined-that  this  site  has 
not  demonstrated  the  potential  to  yield  information  pertinent-to  historical  or  archaeological 
research  questions  and  is  not  recommended-for  NRHP  inclusion  regarding  those  matters. 
The  SHPO  concurred  with  this  determination  on  December  30,  1996  (Appendix  C). 

SHPO  concurred-with  these  preceding  NRHP  eligibility  determinations  on  July  13,1 995  and  January 
3, 1 997.  SHPO  also  found  this  proposed  project  to  have  a  "conditional  No  Adverse  Effect"  on  that 
Camp  N244  site  (24YL666)  on  August  7,  1997  (Appendix  C). 

Mitigation 

FHWA,  SHPO,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP),  and  mdt  entered-into  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (dated  August/September,  1 997)  which  outlines  the  mitigation  required 
for  this  Camp  N2  44  site  (24YL666,  Appendix  C).  That  required  mitigation  includes  the  following: 

1 .  Monitoring  of  construction  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  CampN2  44  of  the  1 873  Yellowstone 
Expedition  site  during  roadway  and  bridge  construction;  such  monitoring  to  be  performed-byMDT 
and  a  qualified  archaeologist. 

2.  Installation  of  an  interpretive  marker  at  the  CampN2  44  site  within  the  MDT  RoW/easement. 
The  marker  is  to  provide  a  brief  historical  background  of  the  expedition  and  a  description  of  the 
events  that  occurred  when  the  U.S.  7th Cavalry  was  encamped  at  this  location. 

A  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  has  been  prepared-for  this  proposed  project's 
affects  on  this  site,  and  can  be  found  in  Part  V.,  following  (after  p. 3 7). 


8.  Noise 


A  field  review  conducted-in  September,  1 994  ascertained  that  no  sensitive  receivers  would  be 
affected  by  this  proposed  project's  "Build"  alternatives,  and  no  new  developments  of  such  "sensitive 
receivers"  has  occurred  in  the  vicinity.  Due-toS-5  68's  characteristics  on  this  proposed  project, 
with  low  traffic  volumes  and  a  rural  location,  a  detailed  noise  analysis  is  not  required.  Increases  (if 
any)  in  traffic  noise-levels  will  be  insignificant  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  project's  "Build" 
alternatives.  Future  estimated  noise  levels  for  either  of  those  proposed  alternatives  will  not  exceed 
the  FHWA's  Noise  Abatement  Criteria  (23CFR772).  This  proposed  project  will  also  comply  with 
MDT's  Noise  Policy,  as  amended. 

9.  Visual 

Aesthetics/visual  impact  is  one  of  the  issues  concerning  this  proposed  project,  regarding  both  the 
appearance  of  the  existing  "Bundy  Road"  bridge,  and  its  relationship  to  the  local  landscape  and  the 
nearby  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  For  the  last  84  years,  the  present  bridge  has  been  at  this  location,  and 
the  BLM  expressedconcernsregardingthisproposedproject'svisualimpactstotheirNHL. There- 
fore, MDT's  environmental  consultant  had  a  Visual  Impact  Assessment  (copy  available  for  review 
at  MDT)  prepared-for  Alternatives  C  and  F.  The  discussions  on  the  following  pages  summarize  that 
Visual  Impact  Assessment,  which  also  includes  a  review  of  the  current  appearance  (i.e.:  the  "No 
Build"  Alternative)  of  this  proposed  project's  location. 
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The  Existing  Visual  Environment 

Visual  Characteristics 

This  proposed  action's  area  is  within  the  Yellowstone  Valley's  middle  reach,  which  consists-of  a 
broad  alluvial  plain  flanked  on  both  sides  by  highly-eroded  upland  topography.  Landform  (/'.  e. :  the 
topography's)  elevations  rise  550±  m  ( 1 ,800  ft)  above  the  river  valley  at  the  Bull  MUI  's  crest  some 
39  km  (24±  mi)  to  the  northwest,  and  reach  275±m  (900±  ft)  over  the  same  level  along  the  Pine 
Ridge  about  19±  km  (12±  mi)  southeasterly.  The  valley  bottom  is  essentially  flat,  and  stretches 
approximately  3±  km  (2  mi)  across  from  north  to  south.  The  Yellowstone  River,  at  this  location,  is 
typically  confined  within  a  1 1 0±  to  150±m(360±-495±  ft)  wide  braided  channel.  The  dominant 
physical  feature  nearest-to  this  proposed  project  is  the  Pompey's  Pillar  formation  itself,  a  30±m 
(100±  ft)  high  by  roughly  100  m  (330±  ft)  diameter  Cretaceous  sandstone  (Hell  C  unit)  butte. 
Vegetation  patterns  are  strongly  influenced  by  the  area's  associated  geology,  topography,  and 
hydrology.  Stands  of  mature  Cottonwood  trees  and  riparian  shrubs  form  nearly  a  continuous  ribbon 
of  seasonal  colors  along  the  river.  The  remainder  of  the  valley  bottom  is  interspersed  with  irregular 
shaped  fields  of  irrigated  crops  (e.g.:  sugar  beets,  grains,  etc.),  alfalfa/hay,  and  open  pastures. 
Prairie  grassland  associations  dominate  the  hills  northwesterly-of  the  river  punctuated  by  Ponderosa 
pine  and  juniper-covered  ridges.  The  hills  to  the  south  are  predominantly  rolling  grasslands. 

Development  is  sparse,  consisting  mainly  of  residences  and  other  buildings  associated  with 
agricultural  operations.  Linear  cultural  features  such  as  roads,  the  railroad,  utility  lines,  and  fence 
lines  tend  to  subdivide  the  valley  into  rough  geometric  shapes  that  conform  poorly  to  the  natural 
landforms.  Because  of  the  vast  open  landscapes,  dispersed  developments  and  linear  features  usually 
have  little  impact  on  background  views.  However,  at  short  distances,  man-made  features  are  clearly 
visible  and  tend  to  disrupt  the  continuity  of  the  landscapes. 

Three  principal  landscape  assessment  units  were  used  to  evaluate  the  visual  quality  of  the  project 
area:  eroded  uplands,  riparian  zone,  and  irrigated  cropland.  A  subconsultant  completed  a 
comprehensive  study,  Visual  Impact  Assessment  for  Yellowstone  River  Bridge,  February  1999, 
using  the  FHWA  Methodology.  Results  are  summarized  herein. 

Visual  Quality 

The  quality  of  the  visual  environment  for  the  project  area  is  considered  moderately  high. 
Pompey's  Pillar  itself  is  a  unique  and  visually  appealing  feature  from  its  striking  contrast  to 
the  surrounding  level  fields  (along  the  Valley  southeasterly-of  the  river).  With  few 
exceptions,  the  landscape  components  combine  to  create  a  harmonious  visual  environment. 
The  most  obvious  encroachments  on  this  unified  landscape  are  the  roads/highways,  and 
"squared-off '  croplands,  which  generally  adhere-to  the  cardinal  directions  (i.e. :  N-S  &  E- 
W).  The  exceptional  character  that  makes  the  surrounding  landscape  most-appealing  is  its 
vast  scale.  As  Cap,Wm  Clark  of  the  Corps  of  Discovery  observed  from  atop  Pompey's  Pillar 
in  late  July  of  1806,  it  was  the  "delightful  prospect  of  the  extensive  country  around"  that 
created  a  noteworthy  attraction. 

Visually  Sensitive  Resources 

There  are  several  resources  in  this  proposed  project's  area  that  may  be  considered  visually 
sensitive.  The  most  significant  of  these  is  the  Pompey's  Pillar  formation,  designated-as  a(n) 
NHL  c.  1 965  (see  BLM's  Sept.  28, 1 993  letter  in  Appendix  E),  which  covers  slightly  less  than 
1  ha  (2'/2±  acres).  From  the  observation  deck  on  top,  the  surrounding  landscape  can  be 
observed  (depending-upon  prevailing  weather  and  lighting  conditions)  for  some  distances  in 
each  direction.  The  outcrop  bears  evidence  of  both  prehistoric  and  modern  cultures  using 
this  site  for  observation  and  orientation  purposes. 

The  Pompeys  Pillar/"Bundy"  bridge  is  visible-from  the  observation  deck  near  Pompey's 
Pillar's  summit,  less-than  305±  m  (1,000±  ft)  southeasterly-from  the  former. 
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The  bridge  adds  a  "rustic"  (not  necessarily  due-to  its  corroded  member's  appearance),  rural 
quality  to  the  landscape,  in-which  most-of  the  development  is  agriculturally-related.  The 
single-lane  bridge  connects  a  gravel  country  road  traversing  a  cultivated  filed,  bending  along 
the  river's  southeasterly  (right)  bank,  and  then  disappears  from  view  in  the  hills  to  the  north. 

Viewer  Groups 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  will  have  an  effect  on  three  main  viewer  groups: 
residents;  recreationists;  and  visitors.  Resident  viewers  consist-of  yearlong  or  seasonal 
residents,  and/or  local  employees.  Recreationists  include  people  fishing,  boating,  hiking, 
viewing  wildlife,  and/or  hunting.  Tourists  or  visitors  to  the  NHL  are  the  greatest  numbers 
of  people  who  will  view  the  bridge.  They  are  primarily  those  who  come  to  the  area 
specifically  to  see  Pompey's  Pillar.  These  users  will  view  the  bridge  from  the  entrance 
drive,  the  top  of  Pompey's  Pillar,  and  the  picnic  area  at  the  base  adjacent  to  the  river.  While 
the  duration  of  the  view  will  often  be  fairly  short,  with  few  repeat  visits,  the  viewing  is  very 
active  and  directed.   The  19 1±  ha  (473  ±  ac)  NHL  administered-by  BLM  hosted  42,000 

visitors  in  1995,  an  increase  from  9,900  visitors  in  1991. 
Viewer  Sensitivity 

Viewer  sensitivity  is  regarded-as  high  from  the  visitors,  and  lower  from  most  residents,  and 
moderate  from  most  recreationists.  Many  of  the  tourists  make  this  an  explicit  stop  on  their 
tour  of  the  West  or  trip  to/from  Yellowstone  National  Park,  some  1 95±  km  ( 1 20±  mi)  to  the 

southwest.  This  group  has  the  highest  expectation  and  awareness  of  the  views  from  a 
historic  landmark.  Residents  and  most  recreationists  will  view  the  road  and  bridge  within  the 
context  of  the  use  of  the  land,  and  most  will  have  a  lower  threshold  of  sensitivity. 

Environmental  Consequences 

Consequences  Common-to  Both  "Build"  Alternatives 

The  visual  quality  of  the  existing  environment  will  be  adversely  impacted-by  both  of  the  proposed  new 
bridge  Alternatives,  C  and  F.  The  impacts  will  be  slight  to  moderate  depending-upon  the  point  of 
observation.  The  introduction  of  a  second  bridge  will  contrast  with  the  existing  bridge  and  landscape 
character,  increasing  the  visual  complexity  of  the  landscape  from  several  key  observation  points.  The 
impacts  of  the  bridge  and  the  approach  road  on  the  northwesterly  side  of  the  river  are  minimal  and 
similar  for  either  Alternative  C  or  F. 

Visual  impacts  to  the  areas  beyond  the  existing/proposed  new  crossings  will  be  minimally 
compromised  by  either  alternative.  The  proposed  southwesterly  approach  will  have  a  somewhat 
greater  impact  from  its  greater  length,  location  (crossing  a  cultivated  field),  and  relationship  to  a 
residence  (which  will  be  removed  under  Alternative  F).  The  proposed  alignment  is  very  similar  and 
close-to  S-568's  present  alignment  northwesterly-of  the  river.  Leaving  the  existing  "Bundy" 
bridge  in-place  will  also  interrupt  the  southbound  traveler's  view  to  the  NHL. 
Visual  impacts  to  the  river's  immediate  area  {i.e.:  channel  &  banks)  are  moderate  and  of  similar 
consequence  in  either  Alternative  C  orF.  Existing  vegetation  will  be  disturbed  and  removed.  The 
moderate  disruption  to  the  existing  tree  line  comprised  of  mature  Cottonwood  will  be  noticed.  The 
introduction  of  a  second  bridge  visually  detracts-from  the  observer's  experience  along  the  river  and 
on  the  riverbanks.  The  impacts  of  Alignment  C  orF  in  these  locations  are  equal  as  the  proposed  new 
bridge's  alignment  in  either  alternative  varies  only  slightly,  the  latter's  southerly  end  being  55±m 

southwesterly  ( 1 80±  ft  upstream)  from  the  former.  Leaving  the  existing  bridge  in-place  reduces  the 
visual  impact  from  the  east  (downstream)  as  the  old  bridge  almost  entirely  screens  views  of  the  new 
concrete  bridge  from  some  locations  along  the  river's  banks.  The  additional  lines  of  the  deck  and  pier 
add  complexity  and  contrast  into  a  relatively  simple  existing  landscape.  The  style  and  light  color  of 
the  new  concrete  bridge  is  less  compatible  with  the  landscape  than  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge's 
structure.  Either  proposed  bridge's  visibility-from  the  NHL's  observation  deck  will  be  minimal. 
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The  riparian  vegetation  effectively  screens  views  of  the  existing  bridge  in  summer  months  and 
provides  partial  screening  in  winter  months.  This  condition  will  also  prevail  for  either  of  the  proposed 
new  crossing's  alignments. 

Visual  impacts  to  irrigated  cropland  will  be  moderate  to  high.  The  existing  grid  of  an  irrigated  field 
will  be  diagonally  bisected  by  either  proposed  alignment,  cutting  it  into  two  irregularly  shaped  plots. 
Although  the  grid  of  the  field  will  be  disrupted,  the  resulting  form  and  lines  are  not  entirely  incon- 
gruous with  lines  of  the  existing  natural  landscape.  The  new  road's  and  field's  lines  generally  parallel 
the  edge  of  the  riparian  zone  to  the  west.  The  visibility  of  the  new  approach  road  will  increase  with 
either  Alternatives  C  or  F. 

Benefits  of  either  alternative  will  be  the  increased  visibility  of  the  NHL  from  vehicles  traveling 
northbound  along  their  respective  alignments.  The  curvilinear  roadway  presents  the  traveler  with 
rotating  views  of  the  landscape  as  travel  progresses  along  smooth  turns.  The  changing  views  will 
add  interest  causing  the  northbound  visitor  to  view  the  monument  more  directly,  from  a  variety  of 
perspectives  but  at  closer  distances.  The  existing  bridge  will  be  visible  to  both  north  and  southbound 
travelers.  The  bridge  adds  character  and  interest  from  either  direction;  however,  the  southbound 
traveler's  view  to  Pompey's  Pillar  may  be  interrupted  by  a  foreground  view  of  the  existing  bridge. 
Use-of  concrete  barriers  as  bridge  rails  will  dramatically  reduce  the  traveler's  visibility  and 
appreciation  of  the  Yellowstone  River  from  the  proposed  new  structure.  Leaving  the  existing  bridge 
in-place  may  both  increase  interest  and  emphasize  the  traveler's  awareness  of  crossing  the  river. 

Alternative  C 

The  alignment  for  C  would  depart-from  the  existing  highway  southerly-of  a  residence  beyond  its 
westerly  (left)  side,  and  leave  an  existing  homesite  to  the  east  in-place.  Views  of  the  NHL  are 
improved  for  the  northbound  traveler.  The  rectangular  grid  of  the  existing  field  is  disrupted  by  the 
diagonal  alignment  of  the  new  road.  The  new  road  and  field  lines  would  generally  parallel  the  edge 
of  the  riparian  zone  to  the  west.  Alternative  C  moves  the  road  substantially  closer-to  Pompey's  Pillar 
itself,  thereby  reducing  the  open  foreground  and  reducing  the  drama  of  the  view  towards  the  former. 
Due  to  a  reduction  in  the  viewing  distance,  the  visibility  of  Alternative  C  from  Pompey's  Pillar  would 
be  the  greatest  of  all  three  alignments  (including  the  present/"No-Build"  version)  evaluated. 

Alternative  F 

MDT's  "preferred"  Alternative  F  will  depart-from  the  existing  highway  just  northerly-of  that 
residence  along  its  westerly  side,  and  will  obliterate  that  existing  homesite  easterly-of  S  -  5  6  8  's 
present  alignment.  The  rectangular  grid  of  the  existing  fields  is  (also)  disrupted  by  the  proposed 
diagonal  alignment  of  its  new  road.  The  visibility  of  this  proposed  route  from  Pompey's  Pillar  will  be 
less  than  Alternative  C  as  its  alignment  will  be  at  a  greater  distance.  Because  this  alignment  does 
not  move  the  road  as  far  easterly-as  Alternative  C,  more  foreground  in  the  view  of  the  NHL  is 
preserved  and  therefore  the  view  of  it  remains  dramatic.  The  proposed  southwesterly  approach  is 
located  further  to  the  north,  and  northbound  travelers  views  are  not  so  directed-towards  the 
Pompey's  Pillar  formation  as  on  the  previous  alternative. 

Mitigation 

Mitigation  measures  are  not  necessary  as  the  view  of  the  proposed  new  bridge  for  most  visitors  to 
the  NHL  will  be  obstructed-by  the  intervening  foliage.  The  southwesterly  approach  alternatives  are 
consistent-with  the  existing  character  of  the  area,  serving  as  a  rural  transportation  corridor,  and  do 
not  substantially  alter  the  view  of/from  the  NHL.  Even  the  removal  of  the  existing  farmhouse  for 
MDT's  "preferred"  Alternative  F  will  not  significantly  alter  the  overall  visual  character  of  this 
proposed  project's  area.  Any  visual  impacts  from  the  northerly  approach  will  be  moderated  by  the 
greater  viewing  distance  to  its  proposed  new  alignment.  Keeping  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge  in 
place  will  also  reduce  or  avoid  substantial  changes  to  the  view  of  this  crossing  and  its  surroundings. 
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10.  Air  Quality 

This  proposed  project  is  located-in  an  unclassifiable/attainment  area  of  Montana  for  air  quality  under 
40  CFR  81.327.  as  amended.  As  such,  this  proposed  project  is  not  covered  under  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency's  "Final  Rule"  of  November  24, 1 993  on  Air  Quality  conformity. 
Therefore,  this  proposed  project  complies-with  Section  1 76(a)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
7521(a)),  as  amended. 

11.  Hazardous  Waste 

The  lead  in  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge's  paint  is  a  toxic  substance,  and  impacts  from  this  hazardous 
substance  may  result  from  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse  {i.e. :  Vthe  "No-Build"  Alternative).  The 
removal  of  lead-based  paint  is  regulated  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA),  the  Federal  Occupational  Safety  &  Health  Administration  (OSHA),  and  the  DEQ.  These 
require  a  complete  understanding  of  lead-based  paint  removal  procedures.  Worker  health  and 
environmental  issues,  including  lead  based  (or  lead)  paint  disposal,  are  outside  the  scope  of  this 
document.  For  a  more  complete  understanding  of  these  and  related  topics,  a  good  resource  is  the 
Industrial  Lead  Paint  Removal  Handbook,  available-from  the  Steel  Structures  Painting  Council. 

The  removal  of  lead  paint  is  very  detailed,  time-consuming,  and  expensive.  With  the  many  volumes 
of  regulations  and  procedures,  little  room  is  left  for  error.  Before  the  bridge  is  repainted  with  an 
approved  coating,  the  steel  must  be  cleaned  free  of  the  lead-based  paint  which  requires  sand-blasting 
or  blast-beading.  The  residue  must  be  1 00%  contained,  and  the  county  (which  will  retain  ownership 
of  this  bridge)  must  take  measures  to  test  the  soils,  water  table,  and  the  river  prior-to  repainting.  A 
procedure  for  the  workers  (including  respiratory  surveillance,  personal  hygiene  training,  and  other 
medical  surveillance  programs)  to  monitor  levels  of  lead  before  the  project  begins  and  again  upon 
completion  must  be  approved  by  the  regulatory  agencies  prior  to  construction.  Once  the  lead  paint 
is  removed,  it  then  must  be  sealed  in  special  containers  and  shipped  to  an  EPA-permitted  treatment 
and  disposal  facility  (none  of  which  currently  exist  in  Montana).  The  costs  and  risks  to  the 
environment  also  increase  rapidly. 

Mitigation 

Had  the  county  not  agreed-to  retain  it,  disposal  of  the  present  bridge  wouldnot  require  the  paint  to 
be  removed  as  it  would  remain  part-of  the  discarded  structural  members.  The  removed  bridge  would 
then  become  the  property-of  this  proposed  project's  contractor,  or  (as  is  now  the  case)  a  party 
responsible  for  preserving  it.  Either  of  those  entities  would/will  then  be  accountable  for  the  removal/ 
disposal  of  its  paint.  The  county  will  therefore  be  responsible  for  the  proper  handling  and  disposal 
of  the  lead  paint  on  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge. 

A  field  review  was  conducted  in  September,  1994  and  no  hazardous  waste  sites  were  discovered 
within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project.  No  existing  hazardous  waste  sites  were  identified  on  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (CERCLA, 
P.L.  96-510,  as  amended)  list.  The  contractor  will  be  required  to  take  precautions  to  minimize  the 
effects  of  construction  operations,  and  to  prevent  leakage  or  spilling  of  fluids  from  the  equipment 
(under  either  new  bridge  alternative). 

12.  Varktends/Section  6(f)  -  NL&  WCF  Act 

This  proposed  project's  within  close  proximity  to  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  for  the  Pompey 's  Pillar 
formation,  which  includes  a  2.4±  ha  (6±  ac)  area  880±m  (2,890  ±  ft)  above  mean  sea-level  (msl). 
In  1991, the  BLM  acquired  both  the  NHL  and  adjacent  land,  totaling  148±  ha  (366±ac).  The  total 
land  currently  being  managed-as  the  NHL  is  191±  ha  (473±  ac),  which  includes  an  island  in  the 

Yellowstone  River  that  was  already  under  BLM' s  management.  The  MFWP  also  leases  that  island, 
which  is  about  1.3  km  easterly  (0.8±  mi  upstream)  from  this  proposed  project's  crossings. 
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This  proposed  project  does  not  require  any  easements  or  temporary-use  construction  permits  on,  nor 
impair  the  use  of  any  of  the  BLM's  land.  Therefore,  no  parkland  impacts  will  occur  from  either  of 
this  proposed  project's  new  bridge  alternatives. 

No  National  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  -  Section  6(f)  (16  U.S.C.  460)  properties 
have  been  identified  within  this  proposed  project's  area.  No  acquisition  ofSection  6(f)  properties 
will  occur,  and  there  will  be  no  impacts  on  such  properties  from  this  proposed  project.  Copies  of 
MFWP's  April  7, 1 997  letters  stating-that  noSection  6(f)  properties  will  be  affected-by  this  proposed 
action  are  included  in  Appendix  E. 

1 3.        Section  4(f)  -  U.S.D.o.  T.  Act 

This  proposed  action  is  subject-to  the  provisions  under  Section  4(f)  of  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303,  as  amended).  These  provisions  apply-to  Federally-funded 
transportation  actions  that  affect  sites  on  or  eligible-for  the  NRHP,  publicly-owned  parks,  recreation 
areas  and  wildlife/waterfowl  refuges  or  management  areas.  Section  4(f)  is  applicable  to  one  site 
(Camp  N844  of  the  1873  Yellowstone  Expedition,  site  24YL666  -  see  item7.  on  p. 25,  preceding) 
which  will  be  crossed  by  this  proposed  project's  northerly  approach  alignment,  and  was  determined 
as  eligible-for  the  NRHP. 

Mitigation 

The  FHWA  has  developed  a  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  proposed 
projects  affecting  minor  amounts  of  historic  sites  that  are  on,  or  eligible  for,  the  NRHP.  A  copy  of 
this  proposed  project's  completed  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  form  for  this 
site  (24YL666)  follows  in  Part  V  (p.37). 

D.  CONSTRUCTION 

Construction  impacts  from  this  proposed  project's  new  bridge  alternatives  will  be  temporary  and  intermittent 
over  the  one  to  two  year  period  after  the  work  begins.  Continued  access  will  be  allowed  overS-5  68's 
present  alignment  during  the  majority  of  the  construction  process,  and  traffic  interruptions  will  be  minimal. 
The  provision  of  materials  and  any  jobs  generated  for  the  project  construction  will  have  a  positive,  if  limited 
in  duration  and  scale,  economic  effect. 

Mitigation 

The  contractor  will  be  subject  to  all  state  and  local  laws  to  minimize  construction  noise  by  having  mufflers  on 
all  equipment.  Dust  control  will  also  be  required  by  using  either  water,  or  another  approved  dust-suppressant. 
Traffic  will  be  maintained  on  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge  during  this  proposed  project's  construction.  All 
advance  warning  and  detour  signing  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  Manual  on  Uniform  Traffic  Control 
Devices  (MUTCD). 

E.  SECONDARY  &  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

1.  Utilities 

An  overhead  electric  power  distribution  line  is  located  along  the  present  S-568    alignment's 
westerly  side,  and  underground  telephone  distribution/service  lines  cross  and  are  located-along  the 
road's  easterly  side.   Relocations  of  these  lines  will  be  necessary  under  either  of  this  proposed 
project's  new  bridge  alternatives. 

Mitigation 

Utility  relocations  will  be  coordinated  with  these  lines'  owners,  and  done  prior-to  this  proposed 
project's  construction.  Notification  of  service  interruptions  due-to  any  relocations  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  these  utility  lines'  owners. 
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Such  disruptions  are  normally  minor  and  are  usually  limited-to  the  customers  on  the  affected  lines. 
There  would  be  no  impacts  on  any  of  these  utility  lines  under  this  proposed  project's  "No-Build" 
alternative. 

2.  Other  Pending/Ongoing  Actions 

MDT  currently  is  coordinating  efforts  for  a  new  rest  area  facility  to  tie  in  withBLM's  plans  to  build 
a  visitor  center  at  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Under  this  proposal  [MDT  projectNsNH   94-1  (57) 
23     (P. M.S.    Control/C#4134)~|.    MDT    would: 

•  build  the  restrooms,  parking,  and  an  entrance  road  into  the  rest  area  and  visitor  center;  BLM 
would  maintain  the  rest  area  and  visitor  center  facilities; 

and 

•  close  the  rest  areas  on  I.- 94.  between  Waco  and  Custer  following  completion  of  the  new  rest 
area  and  the  BLM's  visitor  center  at  the  NHL;  ideally,  this  would  be  done  in-time  for  the  Lewis 
&  Clark  Bicentennial  anniversary  (2003  -  2006). 

This  proposed  action  is  contingent-upon  a  future  agreement  between  MDT  and  the  BLM  (probably 
through  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding/MoU)  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  the  rest  area/visitor  center.  Its  description/purpose  &  need,  and  environmental  impacts  will  be 
summarized  separately  under  its  own  EA. 

The  following  project  has  (also)  recently-been  proposed: 

•  MDT  project  N2  BR  568-1(10)0  (P. M.S.  c#4004)  fortheold  U.S.HwyN2's  10&  312 
overpass  crossing  BNSF's  main  line  northwesterly-ofT  -.94.'s  Pompeys  Pillar  interchange  (exit 
#2  3).  That  overpass  is  located-in  the  NW%  of  the  NEVi  of  Section  28  in  Township  3  North, 
Range  30  East,  and  is  approximately  1 .5  km  (0.95±  mi)  southeasterly-from  the  "Bundy"  bridge 
on  this  proposed  project.  ThatMDT-proposed  action  is  tentatively-scheduled  to  have  its  plans, 
specifications  and  estimates  "Ready"  for  review  by  December,  2001. 

Through  consultation  with  Cooperating  Agencies  and  local  planning  authorities,  the  following  projects 
have  (also)  been  identified  as  occurring  or  planned  within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project: 

•  An  EA  was  completed-by  the  BLM  for  their  Billings  Resource  Management  Plan  which 
identified  proposed  improvements  at  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Those  improvements  include  the 
construction  of  approximately  809  m2  (8,7 1 0±  ft2)  of  buildings'  area  for  interpretive,  visitor,  and 
administrative  support  facilities.  A  new  "all-weather"  access  road  will  also  be  constructed  toS - 
568's  alignment  on  old  U.S.HwyN2's  10  &  312,  and  the  existing  route  reclaimed.  Increased 
tourist  traffic  may  result  from  the  proposed  improvements  at  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL,  which 
would  have  an  indirect  effect  on  this  proposed  project  as-well.  No  significant  impacts  were 
identified  with  the  BLM's  proposal. 

•  A  Public  Notice  was  issued-by  the  CoE  on  October  8,  1 997  for  aCWA-404  permit  application 
to  discharge  dredged/"fill"  material  into  the  Yellowstone  River  approximately  1 6  km  northeaster- 
ly of  ( 10±  mi  downstream  from)  this  proposed  project's  crossing.  That  action  was  located  near 
Waco  in  Section  31  of  Township  4  North,  Range  32  East,  M.P.M.. 

Representatives  from  Yellowstone  County  identified  no  ongoing  or  planned  developments  in  this 
proposed  project's  area. 

Mitigation 

While  the  proposed  project  would  provide  an  additional  lane  on  the  new  bridge,  the  number  of  travel 
lanes  on  the  route  will  remain  the  same.  This  project  will  not  induce  significant  land  use  changes  or 
promote  unplanned  growth.  There  will  be  no  significant  affect  on  access  to  adjacent  properties  or 
present  traffic  patterns. 
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Impacts  from  those  other  proposed  or  ongoing  projects  are  minor  and  moderated  by  their  separation 
in  location  and/or  tentative  time-of-construction.  Therefore,  there  will  be  no  significant  cumulative 
environmental  impacts  from  or  on  this  proposed  project. 

F.  PERMITS  REQUIRED 

This  proposed  project's  new  bridge  alternatives  will  require  the  following  permits  to  be  obtained  prior  to  any 
relevant  disturbances: 

This  proposed  project  will  be  in  compliance  with  both  the  Water  Quality  provisions  of  75-5-308 
M.C.A.  for  Section  3(a)  authorizations,  and  Stream  Protection  under  87-5-501  through  509 
M.C.  A.,  inclusive.  A124SPA  Stream  Protection  permit  (as  previously  referenced)  is  required  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  any  construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 
Preliminary  information  has  been  sent-to  MFWP  for  review  and  initiation  of  thatl  24SPA  permitting 
process.  An  on-site  review  of  the  project,  with  representatives  from  MFWP  andMDT,  will  be 
scheduled,  if  necessary.  All  comments,  suggestions  and/or  conditions  resulting  from  review  of 
existing  data  and/or  an  on-site  review  will  be  documented,  included  in  the  project  file,  and  taken  into 
account  in  the  final  environmental  assessment  and  the  final  design  specifications. 

This  proposed  project  will  require  the  following  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1251  - 
1376): 

A  Section  402/Montana.  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System/MPDES  authorization  from  the 

DEQ's  Permitting  &  Compliance  Division. 

A  Section  404  permit  from  the  CoE,  which  will  determine  if  this  proposed  project  qualifies  for 

a  "Nationwide"  permit  under  the  provisions  of  33  CFR  330. 

The  CoE  will  also  be  requested-to  authorize  this  proposed  project  under  Section  10  of  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  (33  U.S.C.  1151  -  1376).  Note:  the  U.S.Coast  Guard  exempted  (under 
Section  107  of  the  Coast  Guard  Authorization  Act  of  1982,  P.L.97-322,  as  amended)  requiring 
bridge  permits  for  Montana's  Federally-designated  navigable  rivers  in  their  letter  of  July  17,  1996. 

A    MONTANA     ASBESTOS    ABATEMENT    PROJECT     PERMIT    and    NESHAP 
DEMOLITION  NOTIFICATION  from  the  DEQ's  Waste  Management  Bureau  (for  removal  of 
that  farmhouse  on  mdt's  "preferred*  Alternative  F). 
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IV.      COMMENTS  &  COORDINATION 

A.         PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

1.  List  of  Agencies  with  Jurisdiction  and/or  Permitting  Authority 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP,  M.o .A.  on  Camp  Ne  44  site) 

Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ,  CWA-401  certification  &  MPDES 

authorization) 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  (DNRC,  easement  over 

Yellowstone  River) 

Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (MFWP,  124SPA  permit) 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO,  M.o  A.  on  Camp  N2  44  site) 

U.S.  ARMY  Corps  of  Engineers  (CoE,  R&HA-10  and  CWA-404  permits) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  (BLM,  Alternatives  D  &  E) 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS,  T/E  Species) 

Cooperating  Agencies  for  this  proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  include  the  DNRC, 
and  the  BLM,  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Refer  to  Appendix  E  for  response  letters  from  these  agencies. 
Both  the  BLM  and  the  DNRC  were  sent  ROUGH  DRAFT  copies  of  these  EA  &  P4(f) 
documents  for  review  as  Cooperating  Agencies.  The  BLM  views  these  ROUGH  DRAFTS  as 
adequate  regarding  their  "concerns  related  to  the  Pompeys  Pillar"  NHL,  and  a  copy  of 
their  March  24,  1 999  responding  letter  follows  in  Appendix  E.  The  DNRC  did  not  respond,  but  is 
being  sent  a  copy  of  these  documents  as  part-of  the  latter's  public  review. 

2.  List  of  Other  Agencies  Contacted  or  Contributing  Information 

Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program  (MNHP,  element  occurrence  records/e.o.r.'s) 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS,  Important 

Farmlands) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior: 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BuRec  or  BoR,  Huntley  Canal  Project,  N2  7  Lateral) 

National  Park  Service  (NPS;  Ice  Age,  North  Country,  and  Lewis  &  Clark  National  Historic 

Trails;  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL) 
Yellowstone  County: 

Office  of  the  Surveyor 

Planning  Department 

Public  Works  Department 
Worden  Fire  Department 

Yellowstone  County's  Planning  and  Public  Works  Departments,  and  a  County 
Commissioner  were  also  (each)  sent    ROUGH    DRAFT    copies  of  these    EA    &    P4  (f) 
documents  for  review  as  a  Cooperating  Agency.    The  Public  Works  Department  had  no 
comments  on  same,  while  the  other  county  offices  did  not  respond.  Each  of  those  county  offices  is 
(also)  being  sent  a  copy  of  these  documents  as  part-of  their  public  review. 
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B.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

To  notify  the  public  about  this  proposed  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  Northwest  of  Pompeys  Pillar  project,  a 
news  release  was  sent  on  December  16,  1993  to  the  following  media: 

"Billings  Gazette"  newspaper 

"Billings  Times" 

'''Yellowstone  County  News"  paper 

KBLG-AM  &  KRKS-FM  radio 

KCTR-AM  &  FM 

KZLS-FM 

KGHL-AM  &  KIDX-FM      " 

KULR-TV 

A  public  informational  meeting  about  this  proposed  project  was  held-on  May  5, 1 994,  in  Worden.  A  summary 
of  this  meeting,  a  list  of  its  attendees,  and  the  public  comments  following  that  event  are  included  in  Appendix 
F.  Five  alternate  alignments  (Alternatives  A  through  E,  inclusive)  were  presented-at  that  meeting,  The 
general  consensus  was  to  build  an  alignment  that  involved  the  least  impacts-to  the  field  southerly-of  the  river 
(Alternates  A,  D,  or  E).  However,  during  that  event  it  was  mentioned-that  the  BLM  was  intending-to  close 
the  (existing)  access  road  as  part-of  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL  development  plan,  so  Alternatives  D  or  E 
were  probably  not  going  to  be  built.  Also,  the  adjacent  landowners  were  later  contacted  about  Alternative 
A's  problems  with  both  the  sharp  curve  and  the  associated  safety  concerns  for-same  beyond  the  proposed 
new  bridge's  southerly  end. 

During  a  meeting  held-on  July  30,  1997  at  the  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL,  Alternatives  A,  B,  D,  and  E  were 
discussed  (again)  and  eliminated  from  further  consideration  due-to  either  safety  concerns  (A  &  B)  or 
incompatibility  with  BLM's  plans  (D&E).  In  addition  to  MDT  staff,  the  landowner,  a  Yellowstone  County 
Commissioner,  and  concerned  citizens  were  in  attendance  at  this  meeting. 

In  a  subsequent  meeting  on  February  19,1998,  Alternative  C  was  revie wed-with  the  landowner  and  irrigated 
field's  lease  holder.  The  landowner  and  lease-holder  both  requested-that  the  proposed  southwesterly 
approach's  RoW/easement  impacts-to  productive  farmland  be  minimized.  While  both  desired  a  revival  of 
Alternates  D  or  E  (for  a  new  bridge),  they  wanted  to  know  if  a  curved  bridge  {e.g.:  similar-to  but  not  as 
"tight"  a  curve  as  the  one  for  Alternative  A's  southerly  end)  alignment  was  possible.  As  a  result  of  this 
request,  Alternative  F  was  then  developed,  and  has  since  been  designated-asMDT's  "preferred"  Alternative. 

An  Opportunity  for  a  Public  Hearing  will  be  made  for  this  proposed  project  concurrent-with  an  announcement 
of  this  EA's  availability  for  public  review  and  comment.  Additional  public  comment  will  be  received  at  that 
time,  and  for  at  least  thirty  (30)  calendar  days  after  FHWA's  approval-of  this  EA.  Public  comments  received 
will  be  evaluated  to  determine  the  following: 

•  whether  significant  impacts  will  occur-from  this  proposed  project's  alternatives  still  under 
consideration; 

•  if  further  consideration  of  the  impacts  discussed  herein  is  necessary; 
and/or 

•  if  new  issues  have  arisen  that  need  to  be  included  in  this  EA. 

This  proposed  project  and  its  public  involvement  process  is  in  accordance  withMDT's  Public  Involvement 
Handbook. 
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C.         DISTRIBUTION  LIST 

This  proposed  project's   EA   &    P4  (f )    will  be  distributed-to  the  following: 

Federal  Agencies 

U.S.  Department  OF  Agriculture's  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service 
Shad  Weber,  District  Conservationist 

U.S.  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers 

Allen  Steinle,  Montana  Program  Manager 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Sandra  S.  Brooks,  Manager  -  Billings  Resource  Area 
Richard  Kodeski,  Manager  -  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Katherine  Jabs,  Area  Manager  -  Montana  Projects  Office 

National  Park  Service 

Richard  Williams,  Lewis  &  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  Coordinator 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Dale  W.  Paulson,  Program  Development  Engineer  -  Montana  Division 
Darrin  Grenfell,  Operations  Engineer  -  Montana  Division 

State  Agencies 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  Billings  District  N2_5 

Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  Bridge  Engineer 

Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  Preconstruction  Engineer 

Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  Right-of-Way  Engineer 

Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  Legal  Services 

Mark  A.  Wissinger,  P.E.  -  Contract  Plans  Section  Supervisor 

David  W.  Jensen,  Supervisor  -  Fiscal  Programming  Section 

Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  Environmental  Services  Manager 

Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality's  Permitting  &  Compliance  Division 
Jan  Sensibaugh,  Administrator 

Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
Tom  Reilly,  Fishing  Access  Director 
Ken  Soderberg,  Resource  Program  Manager 
James  B.  Darling,  Manager  -  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  Parks 
Raymond  V.  Berntsen,  Manager  -  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  Fisheries 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation's  Southern  Land  Office 
Don  Kendall,  Area  Manager 

Montana  Library's  Collections  Management 
Don  Cornish,  Librarian 

Environmental  Quality  Council 


MDT  35 


Local  Agencies 

Yellowstone  County 

Commissioners 

Hon.  Bill  Kennedy 

Planning  Department 

Public  Works  Department 

William  R.  Gibbs,  Director 

Individuals  /  Special  Interest  Groups 

Pompeys  Pillar  Association 

Yellowstone  River  Parks  Association 

Affected  Landowner(s) 
Bow-Tie,  Pc  -  Worden 
T-Hanging  Heart,  Inc  -  Worden 

Notices  of  this  proposed  project's  EA  &  P4  (f )  availability  will  be  sent-to  the  attendees  of  the  May  4, 
1994  public  meeting,  local  newspapers,  and  those  individuals/agencies  that  submitted  comments  on  this 
proposed  project  and  whom  are  not  listed  previously. 


MDT  36 


V.       NATIONWIDE  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION  FOR  MINOR 
IMPACTS  ON  HISTORIC  SITES  (OTHER-THAN  HISTORIC 
BRIDGES) 
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MONTANA  DIVISION 

"NATIONWIDE"  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION  FOR  MINOR  IMPACTS 

ON 

HISTORIC  SITES 

EXCLUDING  HISTORIC  BRIDGE  REPLACEMENTS 

Project  Nq  BR  568-1(8)1,  (P  M.S.  C#2431)  Description:  Camp  N°  44  (site  #24YL666) 

Project  Name:  YSTONE  R-NW  POMPEYS  PLR        Location:  easterly  Yellowstone  County 

NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information, 
and  may  result  in  an  individual  evaluation/statement. 
Consult    the    "Nationwide"    Section    4(f)    Evaluation   procedures. 

YES  NO 


1 .  Is  the  4(f)  site  adjacent-to/crossed-by  the  existing  highway? 

2.  Does  the  proposed  project  require  the  removal  or  alteration  of  historic 
structures,  and/or  objects? 

3.  Does  the  proposed  project  disturb  or  remove  archaeological  resources  which 
are  important  to  preserve  in-place  rather  than  to  recover? 

4.  Is  the  impact  on  the  4(f)  site  considered  minor  (i.e.:   no  effect;   or  no  adverse 
effect)? 

5.  Has  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  agreed  in  writing  with 
the  assessment  of  impacts,  and  the  proposed  mitigation? 

6.  Is  the  proposed  action  under  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (E.I.S.)? 

7.  Is  the  proposed  project  on  a  new  location?  (see  Parts  I.  &  II.  in  the  E.A.) 

8.  The  proposed  project's  work  is  for  one  (or  more)  of  the  following: 

a)  Improved  traffic  operation; 

b)  Safety  improvements; 

c)  3R; 

d)  Bridge  replacement  on  essentially  the  same  alignment;  or 

e)  Addition  of  lanes. 


ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

1.  The  "do-nothing"  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated,  and  is  not  considered 
to  be  feasible  and  prudent. 

2.  An  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated  which  improves  the  highway  without 
any  4(f)  impacts,  and  is  also  not  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent. 


3.    An   ALTERNATIVE   on   a   new   location   avoiding   the   4(f)   site   has-been 

evaluated,  and  is  not  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent.  X 

Descriptions  of  ALTERNATIVES  2.  and  3.  are  under  Parts  I.  &  II.  in  the 

E.A.  X 
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NOTE:   Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information, 
and  may      result   in   an   individual   evaluation/statement. 

Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section    4(f)    Evaluation  procedures. 


YES      NO 


MINIMIZATION  OF  HARM 

1 .  The  proposed  project  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm. 

2.  Measures  to  minimize  harm  include  the  following  "Stipulations"  from  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MoA,  following)  under  Appendix  C  in  the  EA: 

5)  MDT  will  monitor  this  proposed  project's  contractor's  activities  in  the 
Camp  n°  44  of  the  1 873  Yellowstone  Expedition's  (site  #24YL666's)  vicinity 
during  construction.  This  montioring  will  be  by  a  qualified  archaeologist 
from/retained-by  MDT. 

6)  MDT  will  install  an  interprative  sign  in  Camp  N°  44's  (site  #24YL666's) 
vicinity.  This  sign  will  provide  both  a  brief  historical  background  of  the 
Expedition,  and  the  events  that  occurred  when  the  U.S. Army's  7th  Cavalry 
(C01  G.A.Custer,  commanding)  was  encamped  at  this  locale.  This  sign  will 
be  located  within  MDT's  proposed  new  RoW/easement. 


COORDINATION 

1.  The  proposed  project  has  been  COORDINATED  with  the  following: 

a)  SHPO  (responded:  30-Nov-1993)  X 

b)  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP,  on:  20-Oct-97)  X 

c)  Property  owner  (a  private  corporation,  in:  mid-Dec,  1993)  X 

d)  Local/State/Federal  agencies  X 
List:   (Yellowstone  County,  08-Oct-1993)        (DNRC  -  SLO,  26-Nov-1993) 

(DEQ-P&CD,  29-Apr-1998)  (USDol -BLM.  23-Sep-1993) 

(MFWP  -  R5,  early  Oct.,  1993)  (     "      -  BuRec,  responded:  07-Jul-1995) 

(      ■       -  PD,  26-Nov-1993)  (     "      -  NPS,  responded:  03-Jun-1994) 

2.  Some  of  the  preceding  had  responses  regarding  this  proposed  project,  and/or  the  previous 
"MINIMIZATION  OF  HARM'  (i.e.:  those  "Stipulations"  under  item  2.)  to  this  site  These  are 
listed  in  the  order  of  item  1. (above)  as-follows: 

a)  SHPO  provided  information  on  previously-recorded  historical  sites,  reviewed/commented 
on  the  cultural  resources  reports  and  Determinations  of  Effect,  and  signed  the  MoA  on 
this  proposed  project's  impacts  to  and  mitigation  for  this  site. 

b)  The  ACHP  reviewed  the  Determinations  of  Effect,  and  signed  the  MoA  on  this  proposed 
project's  impacts  to  and  mitigation  for  this  site. 

c)  The  landowner  (a  private  corporation)  allowed  a  cultural  resources  survey  and  testing  to 
be  done  at  this  site,  and  has  been  directly-involved  with  developments  on  this  proposed 
project's  ALTERNATIVE  3. 

(concluded-on   next   page) 
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(COORDINATION,  item  2.  -  conclusion : ) 

d)  Yellowstone  County  nominated  this  proposed  project,  and  has  been  directly-involved 
with  its  development.  The  county  is  also  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  review  of  this 
proposed  project's  NEPA  environmental  documentation  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR 
771.111(d). 

Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality's  (DEQ's)  Permitting  &  Compliance 
Division  has  not  responded  to  the  notification  about  this  proposed  project. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks'  (MFWP's)  Billings  Region  (#5) 
requested  both  an  approach  for,  and  assistance  in  the  development  of  a  fishing  access 
area  across  the  river  from  this  site. 

MFWP's  Parks  Division  provided  information  about  leased  recreational  areas  in  the 
vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation's  (DNRC's)  Southern 
Land  Office  provided  information  about  their  jurisdiction  over  the  Yellowstone  River,  and 
is  (also)  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  this  proposed  project's  NEPA  environmental 
documentation. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  (USDol's)  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
has  been  directly-involved  in  the  development  of,  and  is  also  a  Cooperating  Agency  on 
this  proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  under  NEPA. 

The  USDol's  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  (BuRec's)  response  concerned  recordation  of 
features  associated  with  their  Huntley  Irrigation  project  in  this  proposed  project's  (initial) 
Cultural  Resources  report.  A  revised  Cultural  Resources  report  was  forwarded-to  the 
BuRec  on  June  11,  1997  which  references  the  information  provided-by  that  agency 
(those  "features"  are  beyond  this  proposed  project's  beginning). 

The  USDol's  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  responded  with  concerns  about  this  proposed 
project's  visual  impacts  on  the  nearby  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark  (NHL, 
those  concerns  were  also  reflected-by  the  BLM  an(j  are  discussed-within  the  E.A.).  The 
NPS  has  also  been  involved  in  the  HAER  process  on  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge. 

In  summation,  only  SHPO,  the  ACHP,  the  landowner,  and  Yellowstone  County  have  been 
directly  involved  with  this  proposed  project's  effects  on  this  site.  Those  impacts  are 
mitigated  through  the  "(m)easures  to  minimize  harm"  referenced  under  item  2.,  preceding. 

SUMMARY 

All  required  ALTERNATIVES  have  been  evaluated  and  the  proposed  project  meets  all  the 
criteria  included  in  the  "Nationwide  Programmatic"  Section  4(f)  evaluation  approved  on 
December  23,  1986.  This  Programmatic  Evaluation  includes  all  possible  planning  to 
minimize  harm  which  will  be  incorporated  in  this  proposed  project. 

This  proposed  project  is  also  documented  for  compliance  with  the  National  Envionmenatal 
Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA,  42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C),  as  amended)  as  an  Environmental 
Assessment  (E.A.)  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771.119. 
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APPROVAL 

This  document  is  submitted   pursuant-to  49   U.S.C.   303,   and   in   accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  16  U.S.C.  470f. 


-T^-M  '7la£r& 


Date: 


^23-y? 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT    Environmental  Services 


Approved: 


Date: 


gbgg^gg 


FederafRTghway  Administration 


"Alternative  accessible  formats  of  this 
document  will  be  provided  on  request." 
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VI.  APPENDICES 

A.  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 

B.  STRUCTURAL  INVENTORY  &  APPRAISAL  FORMS 

C.  SHPO  CONCURRENCE  ON  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

D.  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

E.  AGENCY  CORRESPONDENCE 

F.  PUBLIC  MEETING  INFORMATION  &  COMMENTS 

G.  PROJECT  CHRONOLOGY 


APPENDIX  A:  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


MDT 


BRW 


Environmental  Services  Alternatives,  Public  Involvement,  Design  Issues 

Joel  M.  Marshik,  PE  -  Manager  Agency  Coordination,  Issue  Tracking,  Process 

Management,  Water  Quality,  Section  4(f) 
Coordination,  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Hazardous 
Waste,  SHPO  Coordination 

Darryl  L.  James,  Environmental  Planner  Document  Coordination  and  Preparation, 

Mary  Taylor  Raulerson,  Environmental  PlannerSocio-Economic  Impacts,  Environmental 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  Project  Manager  Justice,  Farmlands 

Beth  Kunkel,  Biologist  Wetlands,  Biological  Resources,  Threatened/ 

Drew  Budelis,  Biologist  Endangered  Species,  Vegetation 


Fischer  and  Associates 

Sandra  K.  Fischer 


Visual  Assessment 


APPENDIX  B:  STRUCTURAL  INVENTORY  &  APPRAISAL  FORMS 


z^-^f-j  Montana  Department 
^tj  ^J*    of  Transportation 

Printing  Dale    Tuesday.  Septemoer  30  1997 


INITIAL  ASSESSMENT  FORM  FOR  STRUCTURE 

S00568001+09601 

3M  NW  POMPEY'S  PILLAR 


Page  1 
of  1 

Form  bmsOOIweo 


General  Location  Data 
District  Code,  Number,  Location  05 
County  Code,  Location  :  1 1 1 
Kind  of  Hwy  Code,  Description  : 
Owner  by  Code,  Description  : 


Dist  5  BILLINGS 

YELLOWSTONE 
33  State  Hwy 
2County  Highway  Agency 


Intersecting  Feature  :  YELLOWSTONE  RIVER 
Structure  on  the  State  System  :~Xj  Structure  on  the  NHS  :[~~ 

Structure  Latitude :  45A59'42"  Longitude : 


Division  Code.  Location  :  51        BILLINGS 
City  Code,  Location  :  00000  RURAL  AREA 
Route  Number :  00568 
Maintained  by  Code,  Location  :  2County  Highway  Agency 

Kilometer  Post :  3.15432 

108A02'00" 


Structure  Rating  &  Posting  Data 
Loading  Data  : 


Rating  Data 


Design  Loading  Code,  Desc  :■ 
inventory  Load,  Type,  Desc  :     10. aM 

3  MS  13.5  (HS  15) 
2  AS  Allowable  Stress 

Operating  Load,  Type,  Desc  :      16. 3^ 

2  AS  Allowable  Stress 

Posting  Code,  Desc  :  ■ 

2  20.0-29. 9%below 

Operating 


Inventory 


Posting 


Truck  Type  1  : 

-1 

12 

14 

Truck  Type  2  : 

-1[ 

18 

15 

Truck  Type  3  : 

3l( 

^ 

15 

Structure  Deck,  Roadway  &  Span  Data 

Structure  Length  :  198.12  M 
Deck  Area  :  918  M  SQ 
Deck  Roadway  Width  :  4.63  M 
Approach  Roadway  Width  :  4.88  M 
Numoer  of  Main  Spans  :  3 
Number  of  Approach  Spans  :  2 

Structure  Vertical  &  Horizontal  Clearance  Data 
Vertical  Clearance  Over :  4.62  M 
Vertical  Clearance  Under :  0.00  M 


Traffic  Data 

Total  ADT  :  268 

Truck  Percent :  3  % 

ADT  Count  Year  :1995 


Structure  Construction  Data 

Construction  Project  Number : 
Construction  Station  : 
Construction  Drawing  Number :  none 
Construction  Year :  1915 
Reconstruction  Year  :0 


Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Right   :  0.00  M 
Horizontal  Clearance  Under  Left  :  0  00  M 


NBI  Inspection  Data        Inspection  Due  Date  :  01  May  1998 

(90)  Date  of  Last  Inspection  :D1-May  1996 
(90)  Inspection  Date  :  I  //.  i,  a  y 


(91)  Inspection  Fequency  (months)  :24 
/  Sufficiency  Rating  :         34  4 

Structure  Status  :  Fuctionally  Obsolete 


(67)  Structure  Rating  :  M 
■Pt    (58)  Deck  Rating  :  J$ 


(59)  Superstructure  Rating  :  C 
(60)  Substructure  Rating  :  gjT 

Crew  Hours  for  inspection 


(68)  Deck  Geometry  2;' 
y  (72)  App  Rdwy  Align  : 

(41)  Posting  Status 


(36A)  Bridge  Rail  Rating  :  [)> 
(36B)  Transition  Rating  :  Qjg 


(36C)  Approach  Rail  Rating   QJ[ 
(36D)  End  Rail  Rating  :  [}£ 
Snooper  Required  :  [y1 


0 


I 


(62)  Culvert  Rating 
(61)  Channel  Rating  : 
(113)  Scour  Critical : 
(71)  Waterway  Adequacy 


N; 

AJ 

5; 

s 

H 

Unrepaired  Spalls 


(1 12)Structure  of  NBI  Length  :  [X]  SnooPer  Hour*  for  inspection   ^^]   ^     |        Deck  Surfacing  Depth  W^^S    +'A' 


jit-     Set     c-(c  ** 


3L    -tPl 


'""  cu.  t 


/"3'1 


X     ^.(p-^^   orTx-Y?- 


<5ro^_    Krr^j^^n 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 
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Structure  Number    «^V£^V<rv  f  £  ?£<?/ 

Location    -J  />/     /.'&,'    /fr/x^iyr    /^//£^~ 


Form  BMSADD 


Element  Inspection  Date 


Skew  Angle 


<r 


Design  Descnption  .      £  £ 


C  7-  fe>  eV 


S 


'jv  £>rj* 


Span  Description 


Inspector  Initials: 


Left  Curb  Width 


Matenal  Description  :     S 


S>ee/ 


Right  Curb  Width 


^ 


Element  NoN  _£2_ 


Element  Description  , 


Env 


Quantity 


Units 


Insp.  As  Each 


Pet  State  1 


Pel  State  2 


Pet  State  3 


Pet  State  4 


Pet  State  5 


T,*4cs  Jpr&* 


«// 


/D<9.9 


£1  "> 


y 


/0O 


Quantity  Calc.        Jj.XX^-7     -     /PS.*} 


*Jt?free+fcyi 


Inspection  Notes 


/^/^^Qg    Cj£S£^£J2S.     ^/A'cj/ 


Cs-Jc/Unc/      of    V-/  V-Z    *    fa'*/   /cSV 


Description 


Env 


Quantity 


Units 


Insp.  As  Each 


Pet  State  1 


Pet  State  2 


Pet  State  3 


Pet  State  4 


Pet  State  5 


/ 


Quantity  Calc.         ^3.  -2-  y _2_ 


</^V 


/r? 


/00 


Inspection  Notes      ^    ^„fi0>fs      /^/^      /tz'',     </<js>?-y  Cc/    <r  /?/**? /re<=J        -        /?j,sy/    S^Sfe/™-        >S 


jctst  y 


£%££££      Gj#Wefr±     0£'ers<z// 


Quantity  Calc.  /7  /  -2    •      -f-/ 


Inspection  Notes     /j^    s^/y   //?     Jltt,    /  Jsr*</u/j//  7     £K7{£Js^ ,  .  fr>/W     f    C /frer*  *^r     //J/<r*S 


d-     &>&.       /y4u/-/»#>r>/J    '  ^rtp-     ./£>/>//    UAsJrs~    <^~  /   AiS    /rssy    (j£M^aJ_ 
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4w77d«.  s*iAd£t=l  ££££? 
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CONDfTION  RATINGS 


58.  0  DECK 


A 

CURBS 

a_ic 

FLOOR  1 NG  4tUA 

c._r_ 

GUARD  ANGLES 

*^- 

JOINTS 

E.JZ- 

UEDIAM 

F.Ja. 

RA  IL  /BARRItfi 

a_n_ 

SIDEWALKS 

«._£ 

WEAR  IMG  SURFACE 

'•— — 

OTHER 

0  CULVERT 

A  l_ 

DEPOS ITION 

a  _ L 

EUBAMKUENT 

c._J_ 

FOOTINGS 

a  -L 

RAIL/BARRIER 

E.  _1_ 

INVERT 

r.  _i_ 

JOINTS/BOLTS 

G.-l— 

RETAINING  WALLS 

H.  -1— 

SHAPE 

'■  -I— 

OTHER 

m 


59.  Ut SUPERSTRUCTURE 


A.  _V£  BEAR  ING   DEVICES 
B.J&.  BRACING 

C.= DRAINAGE 

L\Ja.  FLOORBEAUS 
F.    tfl    GIRDERS 
F.^2-   PAINT 

g.-i&jt  ringers 

"trusses 

util  ities 
j.^ti  other 


h.^Tt 


60.0  SUBSTRUCTURE 

A  <?  ABUTUENTS 

a_ie.  enrs/PiERS 

C.  HPAr  ING 

n  —    caps 

E.  —      COLUUNS 
F._£~£NDFILLS 
C    "  __  FOOTINGS  /SILLS 
H._2_  ICE  BREAKERS 
/._=_  PILES/POSTS 
J.  -^ RETAINING   WALLS 
K.  —  OTHER 


CHANNEL  AND 
61  'La  CHANNEL  PROTECTION 


i— i  i 


A  CHANNEL    LINING 

&      5~~r>RlFT 

C.       —  LEVEES 

a  _3     fl/P  RAP/GABIONS 

E.  +~    SCOUR/P IP ING 

F.  — -     s/»</«  ?/*£ 

G.  _S    STflfAW  SA/VK 
H.  —&  VEGETATION 

i.  _r^  orwfff 
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,LCJ  CONDITION 


A APPROACH  SLAB 

a_2  EUBAMKUEHT 
c._rrT  GUARDRAIL 
D.JZ1  JOINTS 

SHOULDERS 

SURFACE 

G Z   TRANSITION 

rt.-T^T  OTHER 
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a  _7    CAPACITY 
C  ZS  FREEBOARD 

D.  Jfi.   PROFILE 

E.  — =T  OT"M£7? 


APPRAISAL  RATINGS 
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APPROACH  ROADWAY 
ALI  GN*ENT 
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HORIZONTAL    CURVE 
LATERAL    CLEARANCE 
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VERTICAL    CURVE 
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T 
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J)  /x</ 
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UAJNTENANCE 

ACTIVITY 

NUUBERS 

MA  INTENANCE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

FEDERAL- A  ID  -    STATE   UA  INT AIMED  ONLY 

UA  INTENANCE  FORCES 

REP A  IRS 
COUPLET  ED  BY: 

DATE 

1  ...  1       I 

l       l       1 

l       l       l 

1       1        1 

TRUSS   CONDIT  ION    FORM 

STRUCTURE  NO.    sq°  *<*&    v.oi  +  o.m    FEATURE  CROSSED    l/&< *u)S7z^<~~   A  »*•/*' 
INSPECTED    FY      ^m^/UL***^ ft,***     DATF    INSPFC.TFD    j    A-7*--Vu 


TRUSS   COMPONENTS 


A.  END   POSTS 

B.  PORTAL    STRUT 

C.  PORTAL    BRACING 

D.  TOP  CHORD 


H.  SWAr    BRAC  inC 

I.  LOWCR  CHORD 

J.  BOTTOU  LATERAL    BRACING 

K.  VERTICALS 


E.  TOP  LATERAL    BRACING        L.    DIAGONALS 

F.  TOP   LATERAL    STRUTS  y.    PANEL    CONNECTIONS 

G.  SWAY    STRUTS  H.    OTHER 

•  Iderttfy  eommtrts  olptobotlcolt/. 

F/ZAcntRG  Critical  Bridge  Inspection 


Tvr  L/JtAM   afctn 


net  mo  ot  Km- 


ok  noo*  x. 


rum  *f-  bw  lAr„M  mueiM         \owjr  ewm        V-««i 


f^bfi-  J$jfi/t/t£u4L   Com  flow Frurs    -^ce    p£GV//)u<;   /^epofirr  -   £OAj6/T'on/s     ^sm&lM 


*g~    LOUJ&L     f.HnfLb  SPAM      I       L.1-       4tmo&?KJ     JLn   ''/  ,       -      Z     /6fc-AiM      /*/     <-HDtU\ 


? 


T 


AM. 


T 


ATjL/NpftJ £ Q&H&LECZL36L2      ^^OuJ    fha±TLy    AinA^nn?-     u>ith   J-^/m-    £&&££ 


Z„-        BuLLtTT      A^OLkT      /At       ^- 7   ~Z-j     M/      -JPAw  Z. 


MIeA £J£aM      tmi    A'*T  S^S^LLEa 72UA     -mj/teTsJ* 


SUPPLEMENTAL  INSTRUCTIONS 


Evaluate  and  describe  items  58-62,  65,  71  and  72  based  on  the  guidelines  listed  below  and  in  the  Inspector's  Manual. 
Condition  codes  are  used  to  describe  the  existing,  in  place  bridge  in  comparison  to  its  as  built  condition.   Codes  i n  the 
Appraisal  Section  are  used  to  evaluate  the  bridge  in  relation  to  the  level  of  service  it  provides  to  the  highway  system 
of  which  it  is  part.   Maintenance  items,  listed  alphabetically,  do  not  necessarily  affect  the  overall  rating  given  to  the 
major  components.  Where  sketches  and  narrative  descriptions  cannot  fully  describe  the  deficiency,  extra  photos  should  be 
taken. 


Code   Condi  tion 

N   NOT  APPLICABLE 

9   EXCELLENT  CONDITION 

8   VERY  COOD  CONDITION  -  no  problems  noted. 

7   COOD  CONDITION  -  some  minor  problems.       .  . 

6   SATISFACTORY  CONDITION  -  structural  elements  show 

some  minor  deterioration. 
5   FAIR  CONDITION  -  all  primary  structural  elements 

are  sound  but  may  have  minor  section  loss, 

cracking,  spalling  or  scour. 
4   POOR  CONDITION  -  advanced  section  loss, 

deterioration,  spalling  or  scour. 
3   SERIOUS  CONDITION  -  loss  of  section, 

deterioration,  spalling  or  scour  have  seriously 

affected  primary  structural  components.   Local 

failures  are  possible.   Fatigue  cracks  in  steel  or 


Code  Apprai  sal 

N  Not  appl icable 

9  Superior  to  present  desirable  criteria 

8  Equal  to  present  desirable  criteria 

7  Better  than  present  minimum  criteria 

6   Equal  to  present  minimum  criteria 

5  Somewhat  better  than  minimum  adequacy  to  tolerate 

being  left  in  place  as  is 
4  Meets  minimum  tolerable  limits  to  be  left  in  place 

as  is 
3  Basically  intolerable  requiring  high  priority  of 

corrective  action 
2  Basically  intolerable  requiring  high  priority  of 

replacement 
1   This  value  of  rating  code  not  used 
0  Bridge  closed 


shear  cracks  in  concrete  may  be  present. 

CRITICAL  CONDITION  -  advanced  deterioration  of  primary  structural  elements.   Fatigue  cracks  in  steel  or  shear 

cracks  in  concrete  may  be  present  or  scour  may  have  removed  substructure  support.   Unless  closely  monitored  it  may 

be  necessary  to  close  the  bridge  until  corrective  action  is  taken. 

"IMMINENT"  FAILURE  CONDITION  -  major  deterioration  or  section  loss  present  in  critical  structural  components  or 

obvious  vertical  or  horizontal  movement  affecting  structure  stability.   Bridge  is  closed  to  traffic  but  corrective 

action  may  put  back  in  light  service. 

FAILED  CONDITION  -  out  of  service  -  beyond  correction  action. 


MAINTENANCE  PRIORITIES 

The  inspector  is  to  enter  the  letters  "C,"  "P"  or  "R"  under  the  priority  column  that  best  describes  the  structure's 
maintenance  priority.  The  inspector  shall  use  his  or  her  best  judgment  of  the  condition  using  these  guidelines." 


CRITICAL:  Requires  the  immediate  attention  of  maintenance  personnel  because  the  structure's  integrity  is  questionable. 

The  Bridge  Maintenance  Manager  in  Helena  is  to  be  notified  by  the  Division  Maintenance  Chiefs.  When  corrective 
action  has  been  taken  under  this  priority,  the  supervisor  in  charge  should  complete  the  bottom  portion  of  this 
form  and  attach  to  Form  MMS-97  for  return  to  the  Maintenance  Administrator. 


A.  Fractured  stringers,  girders  or  beams. 

B.  Prestressed  beams  -  exposed  strands  need  painting. 

C.  Fractured  or  severely  misaligned  truss  members. 


D.  Timber  structure  with  broken  piles,  severely  crushed  caps: 

E.  Holes  in  deck  or  spalls  and  delaminated  in  excess  of  10%. 

F.  Anything  unusual  (changes,  separations,  misalignments). 


PREVENTATIVE:  Should  be  attended  to  in  a  timely  manner  to  prevent  the  condition  from  becoming  critical.  When  corrective 
action  has  been  taken  under  this  priority,  the  supervisor  in  charge  should  complete  the  bottom  portion  of 
this  form  and  attach  to  Form  MMS-97  for  return  to  the  Maintenance  Administrator. 


End  fills  sloughing  (depending  on  extent,  could  be 
critical).      x 

Spalls  and  del  ami  nation  of  deck  between  5%   and  ^0%. 
Structural  steel  and/or  bridge  rail  needs  painting. 


ROUTINE:   Regular  items  of  maintenance  needing  attention. 

A.  Drains  and/or  joints  need  cleaning. 

B.  Clean  around  shoes. 

C.  Removal  of  drift  and  debris  from  around  piers. 


ACTIVITY  CODE  DESCRIPTIONS 

The  inspector  should  enter  the  activity  code  which  best  describes  their  maintenance  recommendations.   If  the 
appropriate  number  is  unknown,  leave  blank  for  maintenance  persons  to  complete.   An  activity  code  is  unnecessary 
for  routine  maintenance.   The  4000  series  is  specifically  for  bridges,  but  other  codes  may  also  apply, 
plete  list  of  activity  codes  can  be  found  in  the  Bridge  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Manuals. 


A  com- 


4101  Structure  Painting 

4102  Repair  Timber  Structures 

4103  Concrete  Bridge  Deck  Repair 

4104  Repair  or  Replace  Structural  Steel 

4105  Substructure  Concrete  Repair 


4106  Expansion  Joint  Repair 

4107  Bridge  Curb  and  Railing  Repair 

4108  Emergency  Bridge  Repairs 

4109  Structure  Leveling 

4301  Betterment  Work  -  Bridge  Structure 


Distribution:   After  inspection  submit  white  original  to  the  Bridge  Bureau,  pink  copy  to  the  Division  Maintenance  Office 
or  local  authority  (e.g.,  county,  city)  and  yellow  copy  for  the  Division  Inspection  files. 
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S.I.&A.    SUPPLEMENTAL   FORM 


STRUCTURE   NO.  ioogg     00/ +  o.<)t,u-/ 


INSPECTED  BY   +Ut7M/v./M//el~/  Jje/tnO 

CONDfTlON  RATINGS 

58.  (3  DECK 


FEATURE   CROSSED  . 
DATE   INSPECTED 


A-Z-    CURBS 

Pl     (j>    FLOORING  /SLAB 

r     • GUARD  ANGLES 

D.Sf.   JOINTS 
£.-=^_   MEDIAN 

f Lr.  ra  il  /daw  ten 

G  —  SIDEWALKS 
H.—2.   WEARING   SURFACE 
/.•=r  OTHER 


59.  [5]  SUPERSTRUCTURE 

A  _Jf  BEAR  ING    DEVICES 


62.0  CULVERT 


65. 


DEPOS  IT  ION 

EMBANKMENT 

FOOTINGS 

RAIL/BARRIER 

INVERT 

JOINTS/BOLTS 

RETAINING   WALLS 

SHAPE 

OTHER 


a  _^f  BRAC  ING 
r    -~~  DRAINAGE 
aZS  FLOORBE AUS 
E._Le  GIRDERS 

F. 2   P/W/W 

C._fe.S7«/*G£/?S 
«._£    TRUSSES 
I.  S.  UTIL  ITIES 

j.  —~~itthfr 

APPROACH   ROADWAY 
CONO I T I  ON 

A. SZH  APPROACH   SLAB 
fl.     7   EUBAMKUENT 
C.    —  GUARDRA  IL 
a  ./0/tf7S 

£•_£.    SHOULDERS 
F.Z3.    SURFACE 
6.  ,  7     TRANSITION 

h   -^  or/f£/? 


60. 0  SUBSTRUCTURE 

A  _j£    ABUTMENTS 
a_Lf  B&NZS/PIERS 
C.  _I2  BflAC  /*G 

a__^  caps 

£.  _~     COLUUNS 
f~5.   ENDF  ILLS 
6  _Z   FOOTINGS/S  ILLS 
H.^JL  ICE  BREAKERS 
l.~    PILES/POSTS 
J.       $    RETAINING   WALLS 
K.  .=_  OTW£7? 


_.  CHANNEL  AND 
6 KL£J  CHANNEL  PROTECTION 


A  CHANNEL    LINING 

B.  _<&  DRIFT 

c.  _rr  levees 


a  _^L    RIP  RAP/GABIONS 

E.  SCOUR/PIPING"" 

F.  _rr_    SPUR  DIKE 

G.  -J*  STREAU  BANK 
H.  —fi.   VEGETATION 

I.  _=_   OTHER 


una  _<a,«  S 

ft  IP  HOT  fie-rcMiAr 


APPRAISAL  RATINGS 


71  171  WATERWAY 
1,La  ADEQUACY 

A   J>£_  At  IGNUENT 
a  _Z  CA/>AC  ITT 
C  -J£  FREEBOARD 

D.  _Le.   PROFILE 

E.  -=T  OTHER 


72  [77]   APPROACH  ROADWAY 
■,LiJ   ALIGNNENT 

A   _!i   HORIZONTAL    CURVE 
a  _k-   LATERAL    CLEARANCE 
C.   -Jj-  LOAD  POSTED 
a   __¥  S  IGNS/UARKERS 

E.   4.  VERT  ICAL    CURVE 

F.  _j£_  V  ISIBIL  ITT 

G.  —    C^HER 


REMARKS:  £&a£z  rff  Mrv/duts  £=ro*es-/*«rjo  /&  a/otta  \ 


Sfr    b  -*lQt*i.TS 


r"-7~- 


cWl    Tnci     JTThAUhAO.^--      LP  A    ±£0siuk    ufi   '  tjluAciTf-dKA\.  E&J&   Muti 1,16      lp.iP~T  (LAHCfti-r 

AAuru    L_££  2u4J±ZLJ3*lul*l  ^Ati*-  &Mt>n±n.  +.7-  aaut- i   u£%^Aml£±  apt*- 

Lw3  -  ^M/h9L<r  10  Oirrrv  spams  %  *  •  y  QHd&uvc-m-rt  to  Aej/'inu, 


MAINTENANCE 

ACT/VfTY 

NUMBERS 


J I L 


J I L 


J I L 


J L 


MA  IHTENANCE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

FEDERAL- A  ID  -    STATE   MAINTAINED  ONLY 


MAINTENANCE  FORCES 


REPA  IRS 
COMPLETED  BY: 


DATE 


SUPPLEMENTAL  INSTRUCTIONS 

Evaluate  and  describe  items  58-62,  65,  71  and  72  based  on  the  guidelines  listed  below  and  in  the  Inspector's  Manual. 
Condition  codes  are  used  to  describe  the  existing,  in  place  bridge  in  comparison  to  its  as  built  condition.   Codes  in  the 
Appraisal  Section  are  used  to  evaluate  the  bridge  in  relation  to  the  level  of  service  it  provides  to  the  highway  system 
of  which  it  is  part.   Maintenance  items,  listed  alphabetically,  do  not  necessarily  affect  the  overall  rating  given  to  the 
major  components.   Where  sketches  and  narrative  descriptions  cannot  fully  describe  the  deficiency,  extra  photos  should  be 
taken. 


Code   Condition 

N   NOT  APPLICABLE 

9   EXCELLENT  CONDITION 

8   VERY  GOOD  CONDITION  -  no  problems  noted. 

7   GOOD  CONDITION  -  some  minor  problems. 

6   SATISFACTORY  CONDITION  -  structural  elements'  show 

some  minor  deterioration. 
5   FAIR  CONDITION  -  all  primary  structural  elements 

are  sound  but  may  have,  minor  section  loss, 

cracking,  spall ing  or  scour. 
4   POOR  CONDITION  -  advanced  section  loss, 

deterioration,  spalling  or  scour. 
3   SERIOUS  CONDITION  -  loss  of  section, 

deterioration,  spalling  or  scour  have  seriously 

affected  primary  structural  components.   Local 

failures  are  possible.   Fatigue  cracks  in  steel  or 


Code  Apprai  sal 

N  Not  appl icable 

9  Superior  to  present  desirable  criteria 

8  Equal  to  present  desirable  criteria 

7   Better  than  present  minimum  criteria 

6  Equal  to  present  minimum  criteria 

5  Somewhat  better  than  minimum  adequacy  to  tolerate 

being  left  in  place  as  is 
4  Meets  minimum  tolerable  limits  to  be  left  in  place 

as  is 
3  Basically  intolerable  requiring  high  priority  of 

corrective  action 
2  Basically  intolerable  requiring  high  priority  of 

replacement 
1   This  value  of  rating  code  not  used 
0  Bridge  closed 


shear  cracks  in  concrete  may  be  present. 

CRITICAL  CONDITION  -  advanced  deterioration  of  primary  structural  elements.   Fatigue  cracks  in  steel  or  shear 

cracks  in  concrete  may  be  present  or  scour  may  have*  removed  substructure  support.   Unless  closely  monitored  it  may 

be  necessary  to  close  the  bridge  until  corrective  action  is  taken. 

"IMMINENT"  FAILURE  CONDITION  -  major  deterioration  or  section  loss  present  in  critical  structural  components  or 

obvious  vertical  or  horizontal  movement  affecting  structure  stability.   Bridge  is  closed  to  traffic  but  corrective 

action  may  put  back  in  light  service. 

FAILED  CONDITION  -  out  of  service  -  beyond  correction  action. 


MAINTENANCE  PRIORITIES 

The  inspector  is  to  enter  the  letters  "C,"  "P"  or  "R"  under  the  priority  column  that  best  describes  the  structure's 
maintenance  priority.  The  inspector  shall  use  his  or  her  best  judgment  of  the  condition  using  these  guidelines. 

CR I T I CAL :  Requires  the  immediate  attention  of  maintenance  personnel  because  the  structure's  integrity  is  questionable. 

The  Bridge  Maintenance  Manager  in  Helena  is  to  be  notified  by  the  Division  Maintenance  Chiefs.  When  corrective 
action  has  been  taken  under  this  priority,  the  supervisor  in  charge  should  complete  the  bottom  portion  of  this 
form  and  attach  to  Form  MMS-97  for  return  to  the  Maintenance  Administrator. 


A.  Fractured  stringers,  girders  or  beams. 

B.  Prestressed  beams  -  exposed  strands  need  painting. 

C.  Fractured  or  severely  misaligned  truss  members. 


D.  Timber  structure  with  broken  piles,  severely  crushed  caps 

E.  Holes  in  deck  or  spalls  and  delaminated  in  excess  of  ^0%. 

F.  Anything  unusual  (changes,  separations,  misalignments). 


PREVENTATIVE:  Should  be  attended  to  in  a  timely  manner  to  prevent  the  condition  from  becoming  critical.  When  corrective 
action  has  been  taken  under  this  priority,  the  supervisor  in  charge  should  complete  the  bottom  portion  of 
this  form  and  attach  to  Form  MMS-97  for  return  to  the  Maintenance  Administrator. 


A.  End  fills  sloughing  (depending  on  extent,  could  be 
critical ) . 

B.  Spalls  and  del  ami  nation  of  deck  between  5%   and  10*. 

C.  Structural  steel  and/or  bridge  rail  needs  painting. 


ROUTINE;   Regular  items  of  maintenance  needing  attention. 

A.  Drains  and/or  joints  need  cleaning. 

B.  Clean  around  shoes. 

C.  Removal  of  drift  and  debris  from  around  piers. 


ACTIVITY  CODE  DESCRIPTIONS 

The  inspector  should  enter  the  activity  code  which  best  describes  their  maintenance  recommendations.   If  the 
appropriate  number  is  unknown,  leave  blank  for  maintenance  persons  to  complete.   An  activity  code  is  unnecessary 
for  routine  maintenance.   The  4000  series  is  specifically  for  bridges,  but  other  codes  may  also  apply.   A  com- 
plete list  of  activity  codes  can  be  found  in  the  Bridge  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Manuals. 


4101  Structure  Painting 

4102  Repair  Timber  Structures 

4103  Concrete  Bridge  Deck  Repair 

4104  Repair  or  Replace  Structural  Steel 

4105  Substructure  Concrete  Repair 


4106  Expansion  Joint  Repair 

4107  Bridge  Curb  and  Railing  Repair 

4108  Emergency  Bridge  Repairs 

4109  Structure  Leveling 

4301  Betterment  Work  -  Bridge  Structure 


Distribution:  After  inspection  submit  white  original  to  the  Bridge  Bureau,  pink  copy  to  the  Division  Maintenance  Office 
or  local  authority  (e.g.,  county,  city)  and  yellow  copy  for  the  Division  Inspection  files. 
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APPENDIX  C:  SHPO  CONCURRENCE  ON  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

(By  order  of  date  received/sent.) 


July    13,     1995 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

1410  8th  Avenue  •  P0  Byx  2Q12QZs  Jjdv&JAT  59620-1202  •  (406)444-7715 

COPY 


JUL  1  9 1995 


Jon  Axline,  Historian 

Environmental  Services 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

27  01  Prospect  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT   59620-1001 

Re:   ER  563-1(8)2 

Yellowstone  River  -  3  Mi.  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  24  31 


Dear  Jon: 

Thank  You  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project. 

We  have  also  received  a  copy  of  the  letter  sent  to  you  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  (Katherine  Jabs)  dated  June  22,  1995.   We 
will  use  the  site  #  used  by  them  (24YL265)  and  not  (24YL667)  for 
the  lateral  on  the  Huntley  Irrigation  Project.   We  also 
understand  that  you  will  deal  with  this  property  as  well  as  site 
#  (24YL784)  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  under  the  existing 
Programmatic  Agreement. 

We  Concur  that  site  (24YL665)  Macer  Farmstead  is  Not  Eligible  for 
the  National  Register  and  that  site  (24YL666)  Camp  No.  44  of  the 
1873  Yellowstone  Expedition  is  Eligible  for  the  National 
Register. 


arXank,  Historian 
/Survey  Reviewer 

File:   Comp/  MDT/  1995 
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Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701  Respect  Avenue 
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December  30,  1996 


RECEIVED 

JAN  G  7  1997 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
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Paul  Putz 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

1410  8th  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201202 

Helena,  MT    59620-1202 

Subject:  BR  568-1(8)2 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 

Enclosed  is  Ethnoscience's  report  concerning  additional  testing  at  Camp  44  of  the 
1873  Yellowstone  Expedition  (24YL666)  to  determine  its  National  Register 
eligibility  under  Criterion  D.    Ehtnoscience  first  examined  the  site  with  a  metal 
detector.    The  detector  registered  ten  metallic  objects  that  appeared  to  be  of  historic 
age.    The  consultant  then  conducted  shovel  probes  at  each  of  these  places.    At  only 
one  (probe  #3),  however,  was  the  object  positively  identified  as  being  associated 
with  24YL666.    Based  on  the  results  of  the  testing,  Ethnoscience  does  not 
recommend  the  site  eligible  for  the  National  Register  under  Criterion  D.    We  agree 
with  their  recommendation  and  request  your  concurrence. 

We  continue  to  recommend  the  site  eligible  under  Criteria  A  and  B.    A  Special 
Provision  regarding  the  discovery  of  any  materials  that  may  be  associated  with  the 
1873  expedition  will  be  included  in  the  contract  for  this  project.    Also,  we  will  work 
with  the  designers  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  site  to  the  extent  possible. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  444-6258. 


Jon  Axline,  Historian 
Environmental  Services 


Enclosure 

cc:        Bruce  Barrett,  Billings  District  Administrator 
Carl  Peil,  P.E.,  Preconstruction  Bureau 
Joseph  Kolman,  P.E.,  Bridge  Engineer 
Karl  Helvik,  P.E.,  Engineering  Services 
Gordon  Stockstad,  Resources  Bureau 


An  Equai  Qooortunity  E.npio^er 


MONTANA  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

NHPA  Section  106  \  Other  Consultation 

This  form  constitutes  a  record  of  your  consultation  with  the  Montana  Historic  Preservation  Officer  on  a 

particular  project  and  is  the  official  SHPO  reply.  The  dates  of  SHPO  actions  appear  in  the  appropriate  boxes. 


Please  Route  This  Form  To: 


Jon  Axline/MDT 


Your  Agency  Requested  Consultation  with  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  on  this  Project  under  this  Law  or  Regulation: 


PROJECT 
NUMBER 


PROJECT 
NAME  and 
Other 
Descriptions 


BR568-1(8)2 
2431     24YL666 


Yellowstone  River  Bridge 
NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 


THIS  FORM  documents      1 


Memo(s)  to 
Sender 


AGENCY 


Dates  and 
Separate 
Requests 
to  SHPO 
on  This 
Project 


Section  106 


MDT 


12/31/96 


OTHER 
Agency 


Lon 


individual  actions. 


Request  for  concurrence  that  site  is  not  eligible  under  Criterion  D  only.  Site  has 
been  determined  eligible  under  Criteria  A  &  B. 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY 

The  SHPO  Has  Considered  Whether,  per 
Your  Request,  Sites  Either  Meet  or  Do  Not 
Meet  the  Criteria  of  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  The  Finding  of  the  SHPO  Is  as 
Follows: 


Criterion  A  Findings 


24YL666 


Criterion  B  Findings 


24YL666 


DETERMINATIONS  OF  EFFECT 

The  shpo  has  considered  whether  this 
undertaking  wiii  have  an  affect  on  significant 
historic  properties.  The  finding  of  the  shpo  is 
as  follows: 


Descriptions  of 
Effects  on 
Eligible 

Property  Using 
36  CFR  800.9 


Sites 

which 

Meet 

National 

Register 

Criteria 


24YL666 


Criterion  C  Findings 


No  Eligible  or  Listed 
Properties  Are  Within 
the  Area  of 


Potential 
Effect 


Not  a  request  for  a  Determination  of  Effect 


Sites  Not 

Meeting 

National 

Register 

Criteria 


Criterion  D  Findings 


Not  Eligible 


The  Project  Will  Have 
NO  EFFECT  on  These 


Eligible 
Properties 


The  Effect  on  These 
Properties  Is: 


Adverse 


Not 
Adverse. 


Other  Comments: 


Reviewer  Signatures 
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THZ^Z 


1-3-97 


:Dates 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 

YELLOWSTONE  RIVER  -  NW  OF  POMPEY'S  PILLAR 

YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY,  MONTANA 

BR  568-1(8)2 

Control  No.  2431 


WHEREAS  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  proposes  to  assist  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  in  funding  the  Yellowstone  River  - 
Northwest  of  Pompey's  Pillar  bridge  replacement  project. 

WHEREAS  FHWA  has  determined  that  the  undertaking  will  have  an  effect  on  the 
Yellowstone  River  Bridge  (24YL784)  and  Camp  #44  of  the  1873  Yellowstone 
Expedition  (24YL666),  properties  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  has  consulted  with  the  Montana  State-  Historic  Preservation 
Office  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council) 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  USC  470)  and 
its  implementing  regulations,  "Protection  of  Historic  Properties"  (36CFR  800); 

WHEREAS  MDT  participated  in  the  consultation  and  has  been  invited  to  concur  in 
this  Memorandum  of  Agreement;  and 

NOW,  THEREFORE;  FHWA,  the  Montana  SHPO,  and  Council  agree  that  the 
undertaking  will  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  in 
order  to  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on  historic  properties. 

Stipulations 

FHWA  shall  ensure  that  the  following  measures  are  carried  out: 

1)  The  MDT  shall  contact  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey/Historic 
American  Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  to  determine  what  level  and 
kind  of  recordation  is  required  for  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  (24YL784). 
Unless  otherwise  agreed  to  by  HABS/HAER,  MDT  shall  ensure  that  all 
documentation  is  completed  and  accepted  by  HABS/HAER  prior  to 
replacement  of  the  historic  bridge.    MDT  shall  ensure  that  copies  of  this 
documentation  are  provided  to  SHPO,  Montana  State  University,  the  Parmly 
Library  in  Billings  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Area  Office  in 
Billings. 

2)  The  MDT  will  attempt  to  find  a  new  owner  for  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge 
(24YL784).    The  bridge  will  be  advertised  for  adoption  through  the  Billings 
Gazette.    Public  Service  Announcements  will  also  be  aired  on  south-central 
Montana  AM  and  FM  radio  stations  concerning  the  availability  of  the  bridges 
for  adoption.    The  bridge  will  also  be  advertised  through  the  MDT's  Internet 
Home  Page.    The  bridge  will  be  advertised  for  adoption  for  45  days 
beginning  on  April  1,  1998. 

3)  The  bridge  will  be  adopted  in  accordance  with  the  MDT's  Adopt- A-Bridge 
policy  (see  Attachment  1). 


BR  568-1(8)2 


Memorandum  of  Agreement 


Page 


4)  The  MDT  will  ensure  that  the  following  stipulations  are  carried  out  to  obtain 
a  No  Adverse  Effect  determination  for  effects  to  Camp  #44  of  the  1873 
Yellowstone  Expedition  (24YL666). 

5)  The  MDT  will  monitor  construction  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Camp  #44 
of  the  1 873  Yellowstone  Expedition  site  during  construction.    The  work  will 
be  monitored  by  a  qualified  archaeologist  retained  by  the  MDT.     . 

6)  The  MDT  will  install  an  interpretive  marker  at  the  Camp  #44  site.    The 
marker  will  provide  a  brief  historical  background  of  the  expedition  and  a 
description  of  the  events  that  occurred  when  the  U.S.  Seventh  Cavalry  was 
encamped  at  this  location.    The  marker  will  be  located  within  the  MDT's 
right-of-way. 

7)  If  a  dispute  arises  regarding  the  implementation  of- this  Agreement,  FHWA 
shall  consult  with  the  objecting  party  to  resolve  the  dispute.    If  any  consulting 
party  determines  that  the  dispute  cannot  be  resolved,  FHWA  shall  request  the 
further  comments  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  pursuant 
to  the  Council's  regulations. 

EXECUTION  OF  THIS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT  and  implementation 
of  its  terms  evidences  that  FHWA  has  afforded  the  Council  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Yellowstone  River  -  Northwest  of  Pompey's  Pillar  bridge 
replacement  project  and  its  affects  to  historic  properties,  and  that  FHWA  has  taken 
into  account  the  effect  of  the  Undertaking  on  historic  properties. 


(Date) 


Fedtrfal  Higjiway^dministration 

ontana  State  Historic'Preservation  Office 


(Date) 


Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


-44 

(Da*)    9 


1U11Z 


Concurring  Party: 


l/U. 


^/23  h-7 


ontana  Department  of  Transportation 


Montana  Department  2~01  P'-.-ioeci  i.-.  [    W&V&ks*.  <3c\l£i 

of  Transportation  f-OSo\  201001  \  CC  ?Y 
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September  2,  1998 


Yellowstone  County 
Clerk  &  Recorders  Office 
Attn:  Tammy 
P.O.  Box  35001 
Billings,  Montana  59107 


RECEIVED 

SEP  0  3  1998 

ENVIRONMENTAL 


Subject    BR  568-1(8)1 

Yellowstone  R.  Bridge  -  Pompey's  Pillar 
Bridge  Adoption 


Enclosed  for  your  records  is  a  fully  executed  agreement  between  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Yellowstone  County  for  the  adoption  of  the 
Pompey's  Pillar  Bridge. 


!  r/^d~c?*&<^1 


Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E. 
Bridge  Engineer 


JPK:mmb/ltr09.028 


Enclosure 

cc:  Bruce  Barrett 
Joel  Marshik 
Lyle  Manley 
file 
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COMMISSIONERS 

(406)256-2701  P.O  Box  35000 

(406)  256-6947  (FAX)  Billings.  MT  59107-5000 


August  26, 1998 


Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E. 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Bridge  Bureau 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Mr.  Kolman: 

Enclosed  you  will  find  two  (2)  original  agreements  regarding  the  adoption  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  - 
NW  of  Pompey's  Pillar  (Bundy  Bridge). 

Please  sign  both  originals  and  return  one  (1)  original  to  Yellowstone  County  for  their  files.  Please  return  to 
the  following  address,  and  I  will  make  sure  the  appropriate  departments  get  copies  of  the  agreement: 

Clerk  and  Recorder's  Office 

P.O.  Box  35001 

Billings,  MT  59107 

Attn:  Tammy 

Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Tammy  Dexter,  Board  Clerk 
Yellowstone  County  Commissioners 
Yellowstone  County,  Montana 


AN  AGREEMENT  BETWEEN 
MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
AND  YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY  FOR  THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE 
YELLOWSTONE  RIVER  BRIDGE  -  NW  OF  POMPEY' S  PILLAR 
UNDER  PROJECT  NO.  BR  568-1(8)1 

WHEREAS,  Yellowstone  County  and  the  State  of  Montana,  through  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) ,  are  in  the  process  of 
proposing  a  new  bridge  at  the  location  of  the  current  Yellowstone  River 
Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompey' s  Pillar,  (hereinafter  "Bridge");  and 

WHEREAS,  MDT  is  considering  the  possibility  that  the  current 
bridge  will  be  demolished  as  a  result  of  building  a  new  bridge;  and 

WHEREAS,  23  U.S.C.  §  144  (o)  (4)  ,  states  in  part,  "Any  State  which 
proposes  to  demolish  a  historic  bridge  for  a  replacement  project  with 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  this  section  shall  first  make  the 
bridge  available  for  donation  to  a  State,  locality,  or  responsible 
private  entity  if  such  State,  locality,  or  responsible  entity  enters 
into  an  agreement  to- 

(A)  maintain  the  bridge  and  the  features  that  give  it  its 
historic  significance;  and 

(B)  assume  all  future  legal  and  financial  responsibility  for  the 
bridge,  which  may  include  an  agreement  to  hold  the  State  highway  agency 
harmless  in  any  liability  action." 

WHEREAS,  in  consideration  of  the  estimated  cost  of  demolition  of 
the  Bridge,  Yellowstone  County  has  agreed  to  hold  MDT  harmless  in  any 

1 


liability  action,  and  to  assume  all  future  liability  and  responsibility 
associated  with  the  Bridge.   Therefore,  the  parties  agree  as  follows 

The  purpose  of  this  agreement  is  to  provide  for  indemnification 
and  hold  harmless  provisions  to  protect  MDT.  In  consideration  for  said 
indemnification  and  hold  harmless  provisions  MDT  will  transfer 
ownership  of  the  Bridge  and  the  expected  cost  of  demolition  to 
Yellowstone  County.  The  expected  cost  of  demolition  of  the  Bridge  is 
$125,000.  This  amount  is  to  be  used  solely  for  maintenance  and 
restoration  of  the  Bridge.  Further,  Yellowstone  County  agrees  to 
accept  ownership  of  the  Bridge  and  maintain  the  Bridge  and  the  features 
that  give  it  its  historic  significance. 

Yellowstone  County,  its  agents  and  employees,  covenant  not  to  sue; 
and  agrees  to  indemnify  MDT,  its  agents  and  employees,  and  save  each  of 
them  harmless  from  itself  and  any  third  parties  for  personal  injuries, 
property  damage,  loss  of  life  or  property,  civil  penalties,  or  criminal 
fines  resulting  from  or  in  any  way  connected  with  ownership  and 
activities  on  the  Bridge  or  MDT's  actions  or  non-actions  taken  after 
the  signing  of  this  agreement. 

Further,  Yellowstone  County  agrees  to  protect,  defend  and  save  MDT 
harmless  from  and  against  all  claims,  demands  and  causes  of  action  of 
any  kind  or  character,  including  defense  costs,  arising  in  favor  of 
Yellowstone  County's  employees  or  third  parties,  on  account  of  bodily 
or  personal  injuries,  death  or  damage  to  property  arising  out  of 
services  performed  or  omissions  of  Yellowstone  County  and/or  its 


employees,  subcontractors,  or  representatives  and  the  state  under  this 
agreement . 

Further,  Yellowstone  County,  its  agents  and  employees,  covenant 
not  to  sue  and  indemnifies  MDT,  its  agents  and  employees  from  any  and 
all  third  party  claims  and  liability  arising  or  related  to  all  common 
law  claims,  civil  and  criminal  statutory  and  regulatory  claims, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  any  and  all  claims  arising  from  or  in 
any  way  related  to  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  §  9601, 
et  sea. ;  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976,  as 
amended,  42  U.S.C.  §  6901,  et  sea. ;  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended,  33 
U.S.C.  §  1251,  et  sea.  ;  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  §  741, 
et  seq. ,  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  §  6901, 
e t  s e g . ;  including  civil  and  criminal  penalties  assessed  by  any 
federal,  state,  regional  or  local  governmental  entity  or  court  for 
actions  or  non-actions  by  MDT,  or  Yellowstone  County,  in  any  manner 
relating  to  or  arising  from  ownership  or  activities  upon  this  Bridge. 

Yellowstone  County  further  agrees  that  any  funds  that  it  receives 
pursuant  to  this  agreement  will  be  used  solely  for  the  maintenance  and 
restoration  of  the  Bridge.  Yellowstone  County  agrees  that  it  is 
responsible  for  maintaining  the  historic  character  of  the  Bridge. 

Yellowstone  County  must  provide  and  maintain,  at  its  cost  and 
expense,  insurance  against  claims  for  injuries  to  persons  or  damages  to 
property  including  contractual  liability  which  may  arise  from  or  in 


connection  with  the  performance  of  work  performed  by  Yellowstone 
County,  its  agents,  representatives,  assigns,  and  employees. 

Yellowstone  County  in  completing  its  obligations  under  this 
agreement  shall  at  all  times  observe  and  comply  with  all  existing  laws, 
ordinances,  and  regulations,  and  other  agencies  of  government  and  save 
them  harmless  from  all  claims  and  liabilities  due  to  negligent  acts  of 
its  subcontractors,  agents,  or  employees  during  the  performance  of  the 
work  called  for  under  this  agreement . 

This  agreement  contains  the  entire  agreement  between  the  parties 
and  no  statements,  promises,  or  inducements  made  by  either  party  which 
are  not  contained  in  this  written  agreement  shall  be  binding  or  valid. 

This  agreement  is  entered  into  this  cZ>/5r  day  of  Cd^tUc&J  , 
1998,  between  MDT  and  Yellowstone  County. 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF, TRANSPORTATION 
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Montana  Historical  Society 

Historic  Preservation  Office 

1410  8th  Avenue  <•  FO  Box  201202  <■  Helena.  MT  59620-1202  ■>  (406)444-7715  *  FAX  (406)  444-6575 


January    25,  1999 

Jon  Axline 

MDT 

POB  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1 6  1999 

.-MV1RONMFNTAJ 


RE    Yellowstone  River  -  NW  of  Pomp       Project  ID:  99011114 
Dear  Jon , 

We  concur  that  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  Yellowstone  County  Commissioners  have  agreed 
to  adopt  the  bridge,  you  project  will  have  No  Effect  on  this  historic  bridge. 


f    Sijncerely, 


T     ) — \   J-  •  /   I  /J    v* — 

/osef  Vvarhank  / 
Historical  Reviewer,  SHPO 


APPENDIX  D:  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT 


I  MASTER  rii£l 

Lflff     1 


PART  1  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Oete  Of  Land  Evaluation  Request 

21    .  Apr    -99 

N.m.O«f>ro,.ctYSTONE      R      NW      p0MpEYS      pLR 

Federal  Agency. Involved 

USDoT  -  Federal    Hiahwav   Administration 

Proposed  Lend  Ute 

hiahwav  riaht-of-wav/  easement 

County  And  State 

Yellowstone    .    Montana 

PART  (1  (To  be  completed  by  SCS) 

0»i«  FUau*«  frectrvod  6» 

sos          ■' *.. 

■:.    Does  The  site  contain  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland?                 Yes     No 
(if  no,  the  FPPA  does  nor  apply  -  do  not  complete  additional  pans  of  tt»'s  formf.     ■  O"  '   Q 

Acre*  Irrigated 

Average  Fe«<n  S>jt 

Major  OopUi 

Farmeolt  Land  kt  Govt.  Juntdtctiofv 

Acres;                                       % 

Amounv  Of  Farmland  As  be<x>«d  <n  f^p a 
Acre*;                                     % 

Name  Of  Land  £  valuation  Svtuti  Ostd 

Name  0<  Local  Site  Autiimem  Svvem 

Oaic  Land  6ve)uar>an  Returned  By  SCS 

PART  III  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Alternative  Sue  Hating 

Site  A 

Site  B 

Site  C 

Site     f 

A.    Total  Acres  To  Be  Convened  Directly 

6.2 

5  .  5 

B.     Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly 

0 

0 

C.     Total  Acres  In  Site 

9.4 

10.55 

PART  IV  (To  be  completed  by  SCS)   Land  Evaluation  Information 

A,    Total  Acres  Prime  And  Unique  f  armiant 

I 

B.     Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Important  Farmland 

C.     PercentageOf  Farmland  In  County  Or  Local  Govt.  Unit  To  Be  Converted 

D.     Percentage  Of  F^rrrJvwf  |o  Govt  JurntfiClron  irV.iri  Same  Or  Higher  Rtfrov*  Ve<ue 

1                             1 

PART  V  {To  be  completed  oy  SCS}  Land  Evaluation  Oiterion 

Relative  Vatue  Of  Farmland  To  Be  Converted  (Scale  of  0  to  IQOPoinrt) 

PART  VI   (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Site  Assessment  Criteria  (These  criteria  are  explained  in  7  CFR  6S8.Slb) 

Maximum 
Points 

1.  Are;.       Nonurban  Use 

15 

15 

15 

2.  Perimeter  In  Nonurban  Use 

in 

10 

10 

3.  Percent  Of  Site  Being  Farmed 

?n 

19 

1  7 

4.  Protection  Provided  By  State  And  Local  Government 

?n 

n 

n 

5.  Distance  From  Urban  Builtup  Area 

fN/Al 

(N/A) 

(N/A) 

6.  Distance  To  Urban  Support  Semces 

(N/A) 

(N/A) 

(N/A) 

7.  Size  Of  Present  Farm  Unit  Compared  To  Average 

10 

1 

1 

8.  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 

25 

7 

4 

9.  Availability  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

5 

5 

5 

10.  On-Farm  Investments 

20 

2 

2 

11.  Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Farm  Support  Services 

25 

0 

0 

12.  Compatibility  With  Existing  Agricultural  Use 

10 

0 

0 

TOTAL  SITE  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 

160 

59 

54 

PART  VII  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  (From  Part  V) 

100 

100 

100 

Total  Site  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local 
site  assessment) 

160 

59 

54 

TOTAL  POINTS  (Total  of  above  2  lines) 

260 

159 

154 

Site  Selected:      F 

Date  Of  Selection    21    -Apr   -  99 

Wat  A  Local  Site  Assessment  Used? 

Yes  D                   No   El 

Re,,on  For  s.i.a.o«:  Has  lowest  "TOTAL  POINTS"  which  are  less-than  160,  the 
under  7  CFR  658.4(cJ_,  part  (2)_  "Sites  receiving  a  total  score  of 
than  160"  (will)  "be  given  a  minmal  level  of  consideration  for  p 
tion  and  no  additional  sites  .  .  .   evaluated." 


ref ore 
less 

rotec- 


(See  instructions  on  reverse  tide! 


Form  AD -1006  (10-83 


- 
STEPS  IN  THE  PROCESSING  THE  FARMLAND  AND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

L 

Step  1  -  Federal  agencies  involved  in  proposed  projects  that  may  convert  farmland,  as  defined  in  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act  (FPPA)  to  nonagricultural  uses,  will  initially  complete  Parts  I  and  III  of  the  form. 

Step  2  -  Originator  will  send  copies  A,  B  and  C,  together  with  maps  indicating  locations  of  site(s),  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS)  local  field  office  and  retain  copy  D  for  their  files.  (Note:  SCS  has  a  field  office  in  most  counties  in  the  U.S.  The 
field  office  is  usually  located  in  the  county  seat.  A  list  of  field  office  locations  are  available  from  the  SCS  State  Conservationist 
in  each  state). 

Step  3  -  SCS  will,  within  45  calendar  days  after  receipt  of  form,  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  site(s)  of  the  pro- 
posed project  contains  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland. 

Step  4  -  In  cases  where  farmland  covered  by  the  FPPA  will  be  converted  by  the  proposed  project,  SCS  field  offices  will  com- 
plete Parts  II,  IV  and  V  of  the  form. 

Step  5  —  SCS  will  return  copy  A  and  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  project.  (Copy  C  will  be  retained  for 
SCS  records). 

Step  6  —    The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  complete  Parts  VI  and  VII  of  the  form. 

Step  7  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  proposed  conver- 
sion is  consistent  with  the  FPPA  and  the  agency's  internal  polices. 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

Part  I:  In  completing  the  "County  And  State"  questions  list  all  the  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
for  local  land  use  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  evaluated. 

Part  III:  In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  following: 

1.  Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  would  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver- 
sion, because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

2.  Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
(e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

Part  VI:  Do  not  complete  Part  VI  if  a  local  site  assessment  is  used. 

Assign  the  maximum  points  for  each  site  assessment  criterion  as  shown  in  §658. 5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of 
corridor-type  projects  such  as  transportation,  powerline  and  flood  control,  criteria  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply 
and  will  be  weighted  zero,  however,  criterion  #8  will  be  weighted  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  criterion 
#1 1  a  maximum  of  25  points. 

Individual  Federal  agencies  at  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  13  site  assessment 
criteria  other  than  those  shown  in  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  are  assigned,  relative  adjust- 
ments must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  160. 

In  rating  alternative  sites,  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  criteria  and  assign  points  within  the 
limits  established  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  criteria  will  receive  the 
highest  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 

Part  VTJ:  In  computing  the  "Total  Site  Assessment  Points",  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
and  the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  1 60,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  1 60. 
Example:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points;  and  alternative  Site  "A"  is  rated  180  points: 
Total  points  assigned  Site  A  =  180  x  160  =  144  points  for  Site  "A." 
Maximum  points  possible         200 


APPENDIX  E:  AGENCY  CORRESPONDENCE 

(By  order  of  date  received/sent.) 


TAKE 
PRIDE  IN 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  America1 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Billings  Resource  Area 

810  East  Main 
Billings.  Montana  59105 


SEP  B0 1993 


September  28,  1993 


<*c: 


Mr.  Edrie  L.  Vinson 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


Dear  Mr  .  Vi  nson  , 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  on  the  proposed 
Bundy  Road  bridge  replacement  project  (BR  568-1(8)2),  just 
upstream  from  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark.   This 
bridge  may  aua^fy  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
and  offers  a  high  visual  resource  and  visitation  opportunity  for 
visitors  at  Pompeys  Pillar  Landmark. 


Pompeys  Pillar  w 
the  National  Par 
significance  of 
Uilliam  Clark  of 
rock  of  the  pill 
evidence  of  the 
Clark's  signatur 
records  of  Nativ 
United  States, 
trappers,  explor 
and  passengers, 
from  the  1800 's 
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the  Lewis  & 
ar  .  This  is 
famous  Lewis 
e  ,  the  rock 
e  American  u 
Etchings  by 
ers  ,  cavalry 
cattlemen  an 
and  earlier 


as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  by 
1965.   The  primary  historic 
ludes  the  1806  signature  of  Captain 
Clark  Expedition  in  the  sandstone 
the  only  remaining  on-site  physical 
and  Clark  journey.  In  addition  to 
contains  prehistoric  and  historic 
se  and  westward  expansion  of  the 
Native  American  Indians,  early  fur 
,  missionaries,  railroad  employees 
d  others  provide  a  visible  history 
periods . 


This  site  was  acquired  with 
Land  Management  ( BLM )  in  199 
acres  at  this  site.   Since  a 
visitor  center,  pedestrian  b 
top  of  the  pillar,  restrooms 
past  summer  exceeded  40,000. 
tourism  in  the  region  along 
Battlefield,  Bighorn  Canyon 
sites.   This  is  a  national  a 
over  7%  of  our  visitation  fr 


ng  acreage  by  the  Bureau  of 
1.   The  BLM  manages  approximately  566 
cquisition,  BLM  has  constructed  a 
oardwalk  to  Clark's  signature  and  the 
and  parking  area.   Visitation  this 
This  is  a  major  contributor  to 
with  Little  Bighorn  National 
National  Recreation  Area  and  other 
nd  international  destination  with 
om  foreign  countries. 


The  BLM  is  currently  developing  a  planning  document  to  guide 
management  and  development  of  the  pillar  and  adjoining  property. 
This  plan  will  be  completed  in  1994.   Identified  in  the 
preliminary  proposed  action  are  developments  such  as  a  major 
visitor  center  which  could  increase  visitation  to  as  high  as 


500,000  annually.   Although  the  plan  is  not  yet  complete,  several 
insights  into  potential  future  management  actions  may  be  helpful. 

1.  The  Bundy  Road  bridge  is  a  prominent  feature  viewed  from 
the  top  of  the  boardwalk  on  the  pillar. 

2.  The  area  on  the  north  side  of  the  bridge  has  historical 
significance.   General  Custer  and  his  7th  Cavalry  were 
ambushed  while  bathing  in  the  river  by  Native  Americans  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river.   This  event  occurred  in  1873, 
three  years  prior  to  the  battle  at  Little  Bighorn.   This 
area  is  frequently  referred  to  during  interpretive  talks 
since  it  contains  many  historic  features  of  interest. 

3.  The  bridge  area  currently  provides  uncontrolled,  ready 
access  to  the  BLM  site  and  this  access  increases  the  risk  of 
vandalism  to  historic  resources. 

4.  Visitors  to  the  pillar  expect  views  of  an  earlier  period. 
A  new  white,  concrete  bridge  would  be  very  conspicuous. 

5.  The  areas  on  both  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the 
current  bridge  would  be  valuable  to  BLM  from  a  historic 
perspective  and  because  ownership  or  easements  would  prevent 
future  incompatible  land  uses. 

6.  This  bridge  has  potential  to  provide  pedestrians  with  a 
new  area  to  view  the  pillar  and  access  to  the  north  side  of 
the  river  .   This  potential  would  be  dependant  on  obtaining 
legal  access  from  the  pillar  to  the  bridge  and  acceptance  of 
1 iabi li ty  . 

To  provide  the  greatest  benefit  to  visitors  to  Pompeys  Pillar 
Landmark,  it  is  our  recommendation  that: 

1.  The  current  bridge  be  left  intact  to  provide  a  viewing 
area  and  access  to  the  north  side  of  the  river  for 
pedestrians,  and  screening  for  the  new  bridge. 

2.  A  new  bridge  be  built  in  the  shadow  of  the  existing 
bridge,  as  viewed  from  the  top  of  the  pillar. 

3.  The  Department  of  Transportation,  Yellowstone  County,  and 
BLM  coordinate  on  possible  acquisition  or  easements  of 
private  lands  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  bridge. 
The  BLM  would  only  participate  with  the  private  landowner  on 
a  willing  seller  basis. 


4.  This  should  be  a  high  priority  for  coordination  as  an 
ISTEA  project.   It  lies  in  a  major  interstate  travel 
corridor  and  attracts  a  large  number  of  travellers. 


Dick  Kodeski  has  previous  commitments  for  October  b,  but  a  BLM 
representative  will  try  to  attend  the  Preliminary  Field  Review 
Please  contact  me  or  Dick  Kodeski  at  657-6262  if  we  can  be  of 
further  service. 


Billy  Mcllvain 
Area  Manager 


TAKE 
PRIDE  IN 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  hmeric/ 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Billings  Resoun  e  Vrea 

810  Easl  Main 
Billm^s.  Montana  59105 


•  ■-  3.' 


November  17 ,  1993 


Mr.  Edrie  L.  Vinson 

Chief,  Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


Dear  Mr.  Vinson: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  October  8th  letter  that 
requested  a  reply  on  whether  BLM  wishes  to  accept  ownership  and 
responsibility  for  the  Bundy  Road  Bridge,  BR  568-1(8)2. 

At  this  time  it  is  not  feasible  for  BLM  to  accept  responsibility 
for  this  bridge.  This  decision  is  based  on  the  fact  that  the 
bridge  is  not  contiguous  with  any  public  land  administered  by  this 
agency . 

I  do  find  merit  in  retaining  the  current  bridge  from  a  historic  and 
visual  perspective.  We  would  consider  accepting  this  bridge  if  a 
package  could  be  worked  out  that  would  give  BLM  an  easement  or 
possession  of  land  between  the  bridge  and  Pompeys  Pillar. 
Acquisition  of  property  or  an  easement  on  the  north  side  of  the 
bridge  would  further  enhance  BLM's  interest  in  this  bridge.  As 
previously  stated,  all  realty  actions  would  be  dependant  on 
participation  and  willingness  of  the  private  landowner.  BLM  does 
not  wish  to  enter  into  separate  negotiations  but  would  prefer  that 
the  Department  of  Transportation  determine  if  there  is  an  interest 
by  the  private  landowner  in  pursuing  this  option  as  part  of  your 
ongoing  negotiations. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  Dick  Kodeski  at  657-6262  if  you  have 
further  questions. 


:erel 


Billy  G.  Mcllvain 
Area  Manager 


cc 


Yellowstone  County  Commissioners 


Montana  Department  2701  Droscec:  Avenue  \'src  Rscicrt.  Go\c-rror 

of  Transportation  PC  Sox  2C1C01 


November  26,  1993 


Don  Kendall,  Area  Manager 
Department  of  State  Lands 
Airport  Industrial  park  -  IP9 
Billings,  MT    59105-1978 


Subject:  BR  568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  -  0.3  Miles  NW  of  Pompey's  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 


This  is  to  request  the  Department  of  State  Lands  (DSL)  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  this 
proposed  project  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 'TRANSPORTATION 
Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's)  regulations  (23  CFR  771.111(d)).  The 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  is  also  requesting  information  from  DSL  to 
be  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  environmental  documentation  on  this  proposed  project. 
The  DSL  has  jurisdiction  by  law  as  the  Yellowstone  River  is  a  "navigable  waterway". 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  Field  Review  Report  describing  the  project,  and 
Project  Location  Map.    Please  indicate  the  following: 

Whether  there  has  been  any  cultural  resource  surveys  or  if  historical,  archaeological 
or  paleontological  resource  discoveries  have  been  made  on  DSL  owned  land  adjacent 
to,  or  on  this  proposed  project 

If  there  are  any  known  active  mineral  leases  or  mining  activities,  abandoned  mines, 
or  reclaimed  mines  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Any  specific  leases  or  land  uses  that  may  be  adversely  impacted  or  that  should  be 
considered. 

If  DSL  has  any  lands  with  merchantable  timber  that  may  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  project.  Also  indicate  if  the  merchantable  timber  shall  become  the  property 
of  MDT's  contractor  through  a  timber  purchase  contract  with  DSL  and  removed 
from  the  job  site  or  if  other  ownership/disposal  arrangements  are  preferred. 

Whether  the  project  is  within  what  is  considered  the  "navigable  reach"  of  any 
waterways  and  if  an  easement  or  license  from  DSL  is  necessary  to  conduct  our 
activitv. 


4n  coua'  Ooporiumt,  zinoioyet 


Don  Kendall 
November  26,  1993 


Page  2 


If  there  are  any  lands  that  may  have  present  or  planned  usage  as  defined  by  Section 
4(f)  of  the  1966  Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303).  These  include 
lands  that  are  part  of  a  publicly-owned  significant  national,  state  or  local  park, 
wildlife  refuge  or  recreation  area.  It  also  includes  sites  eligible  for  inclusion,  or  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  (16  U.S.C.  470). 

If  any  lands  in  the  project  vicinity  have  been  purchased,  and/or  are  administered  for 
recreational  purposes  under  Section  6(f)  of  the  National  Land  &  Water  Conservation 
Fund  Act  (16  U.S.C.  460). 

Does  the  Department  of  State  Lands  have  any  ongoing  or  presently  planned  projects 
for  the  particular  area  that  could  affect,  or  be  affected  by  this  proposed  action?  Is 
the  DSL  aware  of  any  proposed  or  current  projects  by  others  (public  or  private 
agencies)  that  pose  similar  affects? 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency/information  request  is  needed  for  the 
environmental  documentation  on  this  proposed  project.  A  response  on  these  matters  may 
result,  if  necessary,  in  further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential 
project  impacts.  This  proposed  project  is  now  scheduled  to  be  "Ready"  for  letting  to 
contract  by  January  of  1996.  MDT  will  provide  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  (ROUGH 
DRAFT)  environmental  document  on  this  proposed  project  for  review  by  the  Department 
of  State  Lands  as  a  Cooperating  Agency. 

Please  contact  this  Bureau  at  the  address  on  the  first  page's  "letterhead",  or  phone  #(406) 
444-7203  if  there  are  any  questions  about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  sixty 
(60)  calendar  days,  we  will  assume  the  DSL  has  no  concerns  about  this  proposed  project. 


•tfrGordon  J.  Stockstad,  Acting  Chief^^ 
Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

GJS:KMH:SRS 

Enclosures 

cc:        Roy  Ventura,  Jr.,  P.E.  -  MDT  Billings  District  Engineer 
Dave  Johnson,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
James  Hill,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 

Gregory  P.  Hallsten,  Environmental  Coordinator  -  Dept.  of  State  Lands 
file 
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Dick  Ellis,  Region  #5  Supervisor 
Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
1125  Lake  Elmo  Drive 
Billings,  MT    59105 

Attn:     Jim  Darling 


Subject:  BR  568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  -  0.3  Miles  NW  of  Pompey's  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 


This  is  a  request  for  information  on  fisheries  and  wildlife  resources  relative  to  this 
proposed  highway  project.    This  information  is  needed  for  the  preparation  of  the 
environmental  document  on  this  proposed  project.    Attached  are  copies  of  the  Preliminary 
Field  Review  Report  describing  this  proposed  project  and  a  Project  Location  map. 

Please  provide  the  following  information: 

1)  Type  of  fisheries  habitat  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity  to  include  the 
following; 

a)  Any  comments  concerning  potential  impacts  from  this  proposed  project  on 
fisheries  habitat  in  the  water  courses  in  this  vicinity. 

b)  Where  stream  crossings  will  be  impacted  by  the  project,  a  maximum 
velocity  and  minimum  water  depth  allowed  for  fish  passage  design. 

c)  Species  of  fish  present  and  their  spawning  periods. 

2)  Type  of  wildlife  habitat  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity; 

Any  comments  concerning  potential  impacts  from  this  proposed  project  on  wildlife  habitat 
(including  wetlands)  in  this  vicinity.    If  any  additional  information  is  available  at  this  time 
that  would  be  useful  in  project  evaluation,  please  include  it.   This  information  may  include 
stream  classifications  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity,  spawning  areas,  wetlands,  unique 
"problems"  or  items  of  concern,  management  goals,  etc.    Statements  on  these  matters  will 
allow  initiation,  if  necessary,  of  further  interagency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize 
potential  project  impacts. 


*r.  zQua-  Coonrturir.  :t/i/o. 


Dick  Ellis 
November  26,  1993 
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MDT  is  aware  of  your  desire  to  place  a  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS)  adjacent  to  the  new 
bridges  proposed  alignment.    In  your  response,  please  include  a  general  preliminary  layout 
of  the  FAS  including  the  boat  launch,  required  right-of-way,  expected  $/acre  for  the  land, 
anticipated  use,  and  the  preferred  route  of  entry  and  parking  area  for  the  FAS. 

If  there  are  any  questions,  please  contact  MDT's  Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste 
Bureau  at  444-7203. 


&*t<^j.&^aGJ 


-Gr  Gordon  J.  Stockstad,  Acting  Chief^Er 
Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 


GJS:KMH:SRS 
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Roy  Ventura 

Al  Wipperman,  Fisheries  Division  -  MDFW&P,  w/attachments 
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December  3,  1993   ^^  :  ^^  Uu^Jx^^ 


Mr.  Gordon  Stockstad,  Acting  Chief 
Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
P.O.  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Mr.  Stockstad. 

I  recently  received  your  letter  requesting  a  reply  as  to  whether 
ELM  would  like  to  participate  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  the 
BR-568-1  (8)2  project.  This  project  would  replace  the  county 
bridge  near  Pompeys  Pillar  Landmark. 

BLM  would  like  to  participate  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  since  this 


project  will  effect  the  nearby  Pompeys  Pillar  National 
which  our  agency  administers. 


Landmark 


Thank  you  for  your  timely  coordination  with  our  agency  on  this 
project.  If  you  have  further  concerns  or  questions,  please  contact 
Dick  Kodeski  ,  Project  Manager,  at  657-6262. 


Billy  G.  Mcllvain 
Area  Manager 


May  11,  1994  ^LCEIVED 

ttAY^  u  199 


Yellowstone  County  Commissioners 
Yellowstone  Court  House 
Billings,  Mt 


Sirs: 


We,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Worden  Fire  Department,  support  the  replacement  of  the 
Yellowstone  River  bridge  on  Bundy  Road  for  the  following  reasons:  The  Bundy  Road  bridge  is 
the  main  access  point  for  all  ground  emergency  services  (fire,  emergency  medical,  and  law- 
enforcement)  for  the  area  north  of  the  bridge.  The  existing  bridge  is  barley  capable  of  carrying 
some  of  our  larger  fire  fighting  apparatus  such  as  the  water  tender.  The  failure  of  the  bridge 
would  seiiously  hinder  our  ability  to  respond  to  fire  or  medical  emergencies  in  the  area  north  of 
the  bridge.  The  next  nearest  access  to  the  area  is  through  Shepherd  and  then  east  over  roads  that 
are  gravel  and  dirt  which  would  increase  the  response  time  to  any  emergency  in  that  area.. 

We  believe  that  the  replacement  of  the  Bundy  Road  bridge  is  in  the  best  interest  (long  term)  of  all 
residents  and  landowners  that  are  north  of  the  bridge. 

Sincerely, . 


Jerry  Hinz,  President 
Worden  Fire  Department,  Inc. 
Box  92 
Worden,  Mt  59088 


JUM  H994 


2  3  00  Lake  Elmo  Drive 

Billings,  MT  59105 

May  31,  1994 


Mr.  Gordon  J.  Stockstad,  Acting  Chief 
Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
27  01  Prospect  Avenue 
P.  O.  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Subject:   BR568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  -  0.3  Miles  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  243? 


Dear  Mr.  Stockstad: 

The  following  is  a  list  of  fish  species  common  to  the 
Yellowstone  River  near  Pompeys  Pillar  and  their  approximate 
spawning  periods. 


Goldeye 
Common  Carp 
Flathead  Chub 
Emerald  Shiner 
Western  Silvery/ 

Plains  Minnow 
River  Carpsucker 
Shorthead  Redhorse 
Longnose  Sucker 
White  Sucker 
Mountain  Sucker 
Channel  Catfish 
Stonecat 
Burbot 

Smallmouth  Bass 
Sauger 


Hiodon   alosoides 
Cyprinus   carpio 
Platygobio  gracilis 
Notropis  atherinoides 


Hybognathu 

Carpiodes 

Moxostoma 

Catostomus 

Catostomus 

Catostomus 

Ictalurus 

Noturus   fl 

Lota   lota 

Micropteru 

Stizostedi 


s   spp. 

carpio 

macrolepidotum 
catostomus 
commersoni 
pi  a tyrhyn chus 

punctatus 

avus 

s  dolomieui 
on   canadense 


Spawning 

March-May 
May-July 
July  ? 
July-August 

May-August 

Kay— July 

April-May 

April-July 

April-June 

June-July 

May-July 

June-August 

December-February 

May-June 

April -May 


We  would  be  most  concerned  about  sauger  and  channel  catfish. 
Construction  activities  at  the  proposed  site  would  not 
significantly  affect  spawning  unless  fish  passage  were  blocked. 


Mr.  Gordon   J.  Stockstad 
May  31,  1994 
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As  discussed  at  previous  meetings,  we  would  like  to  pursue 
development  of  a  fishing  access  site  in  conjunction  with  your 
project.  Dick  Mayer,  with  our  Design  and  Construction  Bureau,  has 
visited  the  site  and  offered  preliminary  comments  with  a  conceptual 
layout  (memo  attached) .  Jet  boaters  have  sought  access  in  this 
area  for  many  years. 

If  a  formal  access  becomes  infeasible,  we  would  like  to  see 
some  form  of  access  continue  that  is  at  least  comparable  to 
current  use.  When  Duck  Creek  Bridge  was  constructed,  traditional 
access  to  the  Yellowstone  River  was  blocked  when  the  right-of-way 
was  fenced. 

Please  call  Jim  Darling  at  252-4654  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  Ellis 
Regional  Supervisor 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  proposed  replacement  of  the 
"Bundy  Bridge,"  BR  568-1(8)2  over  the  Yellowstone  River  .3  miles  northwest  of  Pompeys 
Pillar.   The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  has  an  interest  in  this  project  based  on  our 
responsibilities  as  administrator  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail  (NHT).   The 
Yellowstone  River  is  the  route  of  the  Trail  at  the  location  of  the  bridge  in  question.   Pompeys 
Pillar  is  a  National  Historic  Landmark.   Although  the  landmark  is  managed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM),  it  is  also  a  major  site  on  the  Lewis  and  Clark  NHT.   NPS 
administers  the  Trail  in  cooperation  with  many  federal,  state,  and  private  agencies  and 
organizations. 

Our  responsibility  under  the  National  Trails  System  Act  which  established  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
NHT,  is  to  work  in  partnership  with  other  organizations  to  preserve  cultural  and  historic 
resources  associated  with  the  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition.   The  NPS  mission  also  involves 
efforts  to  enhance  public  opportunity  to  enjoy  historic  sites  and  segments  through  retracement 
of  the  historic  route  and  interpretation  of  the  history.    As  you  may  know,  Pompeys  Pillar  is 
the  only  place  on  the  Trail  where  physical  evidence  remains  from  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
expedition.   This  fact  makes  it  an  extremely  important  resource. 

Although  we  were  not  able  to  attend  the  public  meeting  held  to  comment  on  the  replacement  of 
the  "Bundy  Bridge,"  we  were  briefed  by  BLM  en  the  proposal.   We  request  that  the  written 
proposals  for  this  project  be  sent  to  our  Office  at  the  above  address. 

Based  on  our  current  knowledge  of  the  proposal,  we  offer  the  following  comments: 

1.  NPS  is  concerned  that  building  a  new  bridge  may  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  historic 
scene  viewed  by  visitors  to  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark.  That  visual  impact 
could  have  a  negative  influence  on  the  visitors'  experience. 


2.  A  new  bridge  may  allow  the  building  &f  new  roads  which  may  provide  opportunity  for 
development  of  facilities  which  could  further  impact  the  historic  scene  at  Pompeys  Pillar. 

3.  Replacement  of  the  bridge  may  disturb  valuable  archeological  resources  which  may  relate 
to  the  Lewis  and  Clark  expedition  and  other  important  historic  events. 

4.  Replacement  and/or  relocation  of  the  bridge  could  effect  the  natural  resources  associated 
with  the  Yellowstone  River  at  this  location.   We  do  not  know  the  environmental  impact  of  this 
action  in  relation  to  the  Yellowstone  River,  which  is  the  route  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  NHT  at 
this  location. 

These  comments  represent  preliminary  concerns  based  on  our  responsibility  for  protection  and 
interpretation  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  NHT.   We  request  that  the  Montana  Highway 
Department  take  the  concerns  into  account  while  planning  alternatives  for  this  replacement  of 
the  "Bundy  Bridge."   We  also  suggest  that  the  Department  consult  with  the  Montana  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  for  her  perspective  concerning  the  effect  of  this  project  on  the 
preservation  of  historic  resources. 

Please  contact  me  or  Lewis  and  Clark  NHT  Coordinator,  Richard  Williams,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  608-264-5610  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 


^di^Ad?. 


Thomas  L.  Gilbert 
Manager 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701  Prospect  Avenue 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena  MT  59620-1001 


July  25,  1994 

Thomas  L.  Gilbert,  Manager 
Lewis  &  Clark  National  Trails 
National  Park  Service 
700  Rayovac  Drive,  Suite  100 
Madison,  WI    53711 

Subject:  BR  568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompey's  Pillar 
Control  No.  243 1 


L. 


Marc  Racicoi.  Governor 

MASTEnTiiJ 

copy 


Dear  Mr.  Gilbert: 

Thank  you  for  your  June  3,  1994,  letter  to  Roy  Ventura,  Billings'  District  Engineer  concerning 
the  bridge  project  0.5+  km    (0.3+  miles)  west  of  Pompey's  Pillar.    The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to 
address  your  concerns  listed  as  items  1-4  in  the  previously  mentioned  letter. 

Item  1  -  Visual  Impacts  -  A  visual  impact  assessment  will  be  performed  using  the  US 
Department  of  Transportation,  Office  of  Environmental  Policy's  publication  number 
FHWA-RE-90-007,   Visual  Impacts  for  Highway  Construction.    A  copy  of  the  results 

will  be  circulated  with  the  environmental  document. 

i 

Alignment  "A"  on  the  attached  translite  is  presently  the  preferred  alternative.    As  this 
alignment  puts  the  bridge  farther  away  from  Pompey's  Pillar,  Visual  Impacts  should  be 
kept  to  a  minimum.    Most  likely,  due  to  the  expensive  maintenance  of  truss  bridges  and 
high  cost  to  insure,  the  existing  "Bundy  Bridge"  will  be  removed,  again  reducing  visible 
encroachments  to  the  visual  experience  as  one  pans  the  local  scenery.    We  are  looking  for 
willing  parties  to  take  over  the  older  bridge. 


Item  2  -  Increased  development  -  As  will  be  described  in  the  forthcoming  environmental 
document,  the  majority  of  use  this  travel  way  receives  consists  of  a  very  small  population 
of  commuter  traffic  by  farmers  and  ranchers.    Twice  a  year,  livestock  is  transported  over 
this  road.    Occasionally  a  heavy  load  of  hay  and/or  raw  timber  travels  on  this  road. 
Utilization  of  the  present  travelled  way  should  not  foster  new  development.    As  long  as 
the  County  does  not  change  its  zoning  practices,  increased  development  other  than  what 
the  BLM  does  in  conjunction  with  Pompey's  Pillar,  should  not  occur.    In  fact, 
demographically  speaking,  eastern  Montana  is  currently  experiencing  population 
depletion. 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  the  BLM  has  plans  to  develop  the  land  surrounding  Pompey's 
Pillar  on  the  opposite  side  from  the  bridge.    We  believe  that,  from  the   standpoint  of 
improving  transportation,  BLM's  plans  to  develop  their  site  are  independent  of  this  bridge 
project.    However,  we  will  remain  in  contact  with  the  BLM  as  project  development 
continues. 


Item  3  -  Archeological  Resources  -  MDT  will  perform  archeological  surveys  and  consult 
with  the  Montana  SHPO  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 


An  EQual  Opportunity  Employer 


Thomas  Gilbert 
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Preservation  Act.    You  will  receive  a  copy  of  the  archeological/historical  resources  report 
upon  completion. 

Item  4  -  Natural  Resources  of  the  Yellowstone  River  -  Truly,  the  Yellowstone  River  is 
rich  in  the  way  of  natural  resources  and  offers  a  wide  range  of  recreation  opportunities 
while  serving  as  a  historic  symbol.    As  a  Cooperating  Agency,  you  will  receive  a  Draft 
Environmental  Assessment  describing  the  effects  on  natural  resources  from  the   proposed 
action.    Could  the  NPS  provide  a  more  definitive  discussion  of  how  the  Yellowstone 
River  fits  into  the  "Historic  Trails"  category  describing  the  limits  of  your  jurisdiction  in 
terms  of  the  thalweg  and  water  elevation? 

As  conservators  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Historical  Trail,  there  is  a  potential  conflict  concerning 
this  area  that  you  should  be  aware  of:    FW&P  wishes  to  acquire  land  along  the  southwest  side  of 
the  bridge  for  the  purpose  of  a  boat  launch  facility.    Apparently,  jet-boaters  have  requested  access 
to  this  section  of  the  river.    However,  project  development  is  still  in  its  early  stages  and  much 
inter-agency  coordination  lies  ahead.    A  meeting  between  the  BLM,  NPS,  FHWA,  MDFW&P, 
and  the  MDT  is  eminent. 

Does  the  NPS,  in  conjunction  with  the  L&CNT  of  Madison,  WI,  wish  to  appoint  a  local 
representative  for  the  purpose  of  field  reviews  and  office  meetings,  etc.?    Also,  we  are  not 
familiar  with  the  procedures  and  body  of  law  dealing  with  national  historic  trails;  could  you  send 
us  copies  citing  these  procedures  or  the  titles  of  the  literature  such  as  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations? 

Please  contact  me  or  Mr.  Shannon  Schultz  (406  444-7228)  if  you  have  any  further  comments  or 
questions.    You  will  be  hearing  from  us  again  as  project  development  continues.    Thanks  again 
for  your  cooperation  and  early  input. 

Sincerely, 


Gordon  J.  StoCkstad,  Acting  Manager 
Environmental  Services 

GJS:MAG:SRS 

cc:         Billings  District  Engineer 

Carl  Peil,  P.E.  -  Preconstruction  Engineer 

Joe  Kolman,  P.E.  -  Bridge  Engineer 

Thomas  Martin,  P.E.  -  Chief,  Right-of-way  Bureau 

Gordon  Stockstad,  Acting  Manager,  Environmental  Services 

Marcella  Sherfy,  SHPO,  1410  8th  Ave,  PO  Box  201202,  Helena,  MT    59620-1202 
Bill  Mcllvain,  Area  Manager,  BLM,  810  East  Main,  Billings,  MT   59105 
Mary  Ellen  McDonald,  Parks  Division;  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks, 
1420  E  6th  Ave,  Helena,  MT   59620 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Pompeys  Pillar  File  DATE:      March  17,  1998 

FROM:  Jim  Darling 

SUBJECT:  Discussions  with  Yellowstone  County  and  BLM 


DickEllis  and  I  met  with  Yellowstone  County  Commissioner  Bill  Kennedy  and  Bruce  Barrett 
with  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  at  9:00  a.m.  on  Monday,  March  9,  1998. 
Dick  discussed  our  interest  in  developing  a  fishing  access  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed 
construction  of  a  new  bridge  across  the  Yellowstone  River  just  upstream  from  the  Pompey's  Pillar 
landmark  (Bundy  Road).  He  noted  that  we  have  expressed  our  interest  at  every  opportunity  to 
comment  during  the  past  13  years.  Dick  asked  that  the  County  consider  transferring  a  portion  of  the 
old  county  road  to  FWP,  rather  than  abandon  it,  so  we  could  at  least  develop  some  sort  of  river 
access  either  near  the  old  bridge  or  upstream  on  land  we  lease  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
(BOR). 

Mr.  Barrett  claimed  to  be  new  to  the  bridge  construction  project  and  unfamiliar  with  past 
correspondence  from  FWP.  He  had  explored,  at  our  request,  the  possibility  of  an  access  road  passing 
under  the  elevated  bridge  approach  and  found  the  design  clearance  of  6  feet  insufficient.  He 
explained  that  the  landowner,  Janet  Talcott,  has  asked  MDT  to  design  a  realignment  from  the 
preferred  approach  that  would  minimize  encroachment  onto  her  cropland.  Final  alignment  has  not 
been  decided.  The  county  may  have  to  condemn  the  land  to  obtain  adequate  right-of-way.  If  so, 
there  is  no  provision  for  condemning  additional  land  for  fishing  access. 

Mr.  Kennedy  explained  that  FWP  has  not  been  considered  in  the  negotiation  process  because 
we  own  none  of  the  land  involved.  (He  wasn't  aware  we  leased  the  BOR  land  just  upstream.  Even 
so,  it  isn't  directly  involved.)  He  suggested  we  explore  the  purchase  of  the  Talcott  land  in 
cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 

Dick  and  I  concluded  that  because  the  negotiations  with  the  Talcotts  is  sensitive,  the  County 
is  unwilling  to  jeopardize  the  process  by  refusing  to  abandon  the  road  to  the  landowner.  If  state  and 
federal  help  were  withdrawn,  the  new  bridge  would  not  be  constructed,  and  the  County  would  be  left 
with  an  unsafe,  antique  bridge  to  maintain. 


We  went  directly  from  the  courthouse  to  the  Miles  City  District  Headquarters  of  the  BLM 
and  met  with  June  Bailey  and  Dick  Kodeskd. 

Mr.  Kodeskd  would  like  to  acquire  the  approximately  100  acres  of  cropland  west  of  the 
Pompeys  Pillar  landmark  and  owned  by  the  Talcotts.  This  acquisition  would  protect  their  SI  million 
purchase  from  future  subdivision  and  allow  them  to  create  a  native  prairie  setting. 

Ms.  Bailey  noted  that  a  land  exchange  looks  promising  because  the  Talcott's  land  surrounds 
several  BLM  sections  on  the  north  side  of  the  river.  (Janet  Talcott  mentioned  to  Commissioner 
Kennedy  that  she  would  like  to  consolidate  her  holdings  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  and  withdraw 
from  the  south.)  One  caveat  is  that  the  BLM  land  to  the  north  currently  has  a  public  road  accessing 
it,  and  it  offers  sage  grouse  hunting. 

Dick  said  FWP  would  look  at  the  trade-offs.  We  hate  to  see  the  public  lose  access  to  public 
land,  but  the  land  south  of  the  river  could  be  reclaimed  to  allow  some  bird  hunting. 

We  emphasized  that  our  interest  was  confined  to  the  minimum  area  necessary  to  develop  an 
access  road  and  launching  facility.  Further,  our  intention  is  to  provide  much-needed  motorboat 
access  while  remaining  sensitive  to  BLMs  desire  to  maintain  a  Lewis-and-Clark  theme  in  the  area. 

Ms.  Bailey  will  be  meeting  with  the  Talcott's  in  a  few  days  to  discuss  the  proposed  land 
exchange.  She  welcomed  our  desire  to  participate  and  will  keep  us  informed  throughout  the 
negotiations. 

c:         Tom  Reilly 

Ray  Berntson 
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P.  O.  Box  200701 
^  2  $  iS^g  Helena,  MT  59620-0701 

(406)444-3186 

FAX.-406-444-4952 

Ref:PG0181.98 

March  17,  1998 


Mr.  Marvin  Dye 
Department  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Marv: 

I  am  writing  seeking  your  advice  on  an  issue  of  importance  to  Fish,  Wildlife,  &  Parks.  DOT  is  in 
the  final  stages  of  planning  for  a  new  bridge  across  the  Yellowstone  River  at  Pompeys  Pillar, 
downstream  from  Billings. 

This  location  has  always  had  a  high  potential  as  a  fishing  access  site,  and  has  been  used  informally 
by  the  public  for  that  purpose  for  decades.  For  at  least  the  past  13  years,  as  the  potential  for  a  new 
bridge  has  been  discussed,  we  have  consistently  asked  at  every  opportunity,  that  DOT  consider  our 
needs  for  a  formal  launch  site  in  their  design.  It  now  appears  that  the  final  stages  of  design  and  land 
negotiations  are  moving  to  a  conclusion,  and  it  is  not  clear  what  consideration  has  been  given  to  our 
request. 

Matters  will  be  made  worse  as  it  appears  the  current  access  area  will  be  effectively  obliterated  by 
the  construction  of  the  new  bridge.  Although  use  of  this  area  has  been  at  the  discretion  of  the 
landowner  in  the  past,  it  has  nevertheless  provided  the  public  much  needed  access. 

From  our  standpoint,  the  public  interest  would  most  satisfactorily  be  served  if  DOT  could  provide, 
or  assist  us  in  acquiring,  land  for  a  parking  area  and  boat  ramp  located  between  the  old  and  new 
bridges,  and  a  means  of  accessing  that  area. 

I  appreciate  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Patrick  J.  Graham 
Director 
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Pat  Graham 

Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  parks 

PO  Box  200701 

Helena  MT  59620-0701 
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Subject:    Boating  Access  at  Pompey's  Pillar 

Pat,  regarding  your  March  17  letter,  I  have  gathered  some  information  from  my  staff  that  might 
be  helpful  in  understanding  what  appears  to  be  some  miscommunicatibn  between  our 
departments. 

Bruce  Barrett,  our  Billings  District  Administrator,  has  been  working  with  your  staff  to  the  extent 
possible  on  this  boating  access  site.  According  to  Bruce,  Yellowstone  County  owns  the 
Pompiey's  Pillar  Bridge,  as  well  as  the  easement  for  the  road  leading  to  and  from  the  bridge.  Our 
work  on  this  bridge  is  at  the  request  of  the  county.  There  is  only  one  landowner  involved  and  he 
also  owns  the  site  used  by  boaters. 

MDT  has  no  authority  to  acquire  lands  other  than  these  needed  for  the  transportation  facility.  In 
this  instance,  the  easement  acquired  will  be  in  the  name  of  the  county  since  they  own  the  bridge. 
The  county  has,  by  previous  agreement  with  the  landowner,  agreed  to  abandon  all  unnecessary 
existing  easements  after  the  new  facility  has  been  built,  and  give  this  abandoned  easement  back  to 
the  landowner  we  are  dealing  with.  We  have  no  authority  ro  stop  this  arrangement 

The  site  has  been  discussed  for  several  years,  but  our  files  lack  documentation  regarding  any 
agreements  between  MDT,  FWP,  BLM,  and  Yellowstone  County.  So  even  though  it  has  been 
talked  about  for  a  number  of  years,  nothing  firm  has  been  agreed  upon.  We've  considered  your 
needs  and  have  verbally  agreed  to  build  access  to  a  boating  facility  with  this  bridge  replacement 
project  once  legal  access  has  been  acquired.  Unfortunately,  no  agreement  between  FWP  and  the 
landowner  has  been  reached. 


We  want  to  work  with  your  department,  but  we  have  no  authority  to  take  land  other  than  the  land 
needed  for  our  transportation  project  Our  intention  is  to  replace  the  bridge,  find  a  new  owner  for 
the  old  bridge  or  remove  the  old  bridge,  and  rehabilitate  the  disturbed  area.  We  are  working  very 
hard  to  simply  get  the  easement  to  build  the  new  facility  the  county  has  asked  for. 

We  also  believe  the  public  interests  would  be  best  served  if  we  all  worked  together  and  we  want 
to  do  just  that.  Another  meeting  between  the  agencies  involved  might  be  worthwhile  to  clear  up 

ly  gaps  in  communication  and  decide  on  a  course  for  the  future  that  meets  each  agency's 
Objectives. 


Marv 


Director  of  Transportation 

Copies:  Thorm  Forseth,  Transportation  Commissioner 
Bruce  Barrett,  District  Administrator 
Bridge  Bureau 
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March^X  1997 

Burt  Williams,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
810  East  Main 
Billings,  Montana  59105 

Re:        BR  568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 


The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has  retained  BRW,  Inc.,  as  the  project 
consultant  to  complete  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge 
Replacement  project.  BRW  is  a  multi-disciplinary  engineering  firm  specializing  in 
transportation  and  development  services. 

Information  on  the  status  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  project  is  attached  to  this  letter. 

As  you  know,  this  project  has  been  in  the  planning  stage  for  several  years.  BRW  is  now 
requesting  additional  information  to  assist  with  preparation  of  the  EA.  Dick  Kodeski, 
Manager  of  Pompey's  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark  (NHL),  who  has  been  involved  with 
this  process  on  an  ongoing  basis,  has  also  been  contacted.  He  will  receive  a  copy  of  this 
letter,  and  may  have  some  of  the  information  requested.  The  following  items  require 
information  or  updates: 

Cooperating  Agency 

In  December,  1993,  BLM  agreed  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  this  project.  Unless  notified 
otherwise,  MDT  will  assume  that  BLM  is  aCooperating  Agency  on  this  project.  Copies  of 
the  original  correspondence  are  attached. 

Bridge  Acquisition/Preservation 

The  Pompey's  Pillar  EA,  completed  by  BLM  in  1996,  determined  that  the  NHL  will  be 
managed  as  a  day  use  site,  with  vegetation  and  wildlife  restored  to  the  conditions  existing  at 
the  time  of  William  Clark's  signature  (1806).  Visitor  services  will  be  available  from  May 
through  October,  and  access  will  be  provided  for  fishing  and  non-motorized  boats. 

This  EA  will  identify  the  impacts  of  replacing  the  existing  Bundy  River  Bridge  over  the 
Yellowstone  River  near  Pompey's  Pillar.  Bundy  Bridge  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  A  letter  signed  by  Billy  McHvain  dated 
November  17, 1993,  indicated  that  BLM  might  be  interested  in  acquiring  and  maintaining  this 
bridge  in-place  as  a  pedestrian  access  to  the  NHL,  provided  ownership  or  an  easement  for  the 
land  connecting  the  bridge  and  the  NHL  can  be  obtained.  In  a  telephone  conversation  on 
January  30,  1997,  Mr.  Kodeski  stated  that  he  believes  this  interest  still  exists,  although  recent 
BLM  negotiations  with  the  landowner  have  not  progressed. 


1)  Is  BLM  interested  in  acquiring  and  maintaining  the  bridge  at  its  current  location? 
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March  2T,  1997 

Burt  Williams,  Area  Manager  ' 

Page  2 

2)  If  land  ownership  or  an  easement  for  trail  construction/access  to  the  historic  bridge  were  obtained  for 
this  purpose,  how  much  land  on  either  side  of  the  bridge  would  be  required  for  BLM's  purposes?  Are 
there  issues  resulting  from  acquisition  of  which  MDT  should  be  aware  or  would  need  to  address  in 
the  EA? 

3)  If  the  bridge  is  removed,  is  BLM  interested  in  acquiring  any  spans  or  other  materials  for  salvage? 

Fishing  Access 

The  fishing  access  to  be  provided  by  BLM  will  be  for  non-motorized  boats.  The  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  (MDFW&P)  has  expressed  interest  in  an  Historic  Trail  Access  to  the  Yellowstone  River 
which  would  include  provisions  for  motorized  boats,  to  be  located  upstream  from  the  proposed  BLM  access. 


1)  Does  BLM  have  any  issues/concerns  regarding  the  Historic  Trail  Access  and  its  provisions  for 

motorized  boats? 

Any  questions  and/or  comments  concerning  this  proposed  bridge  replacement  project's  EA  should  be  directed 
to  Karl  M.  Helvik  at  the  address  on  the  first  page's  letterhead. 
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*Ooel  M.  Marshik,  P.E/**7' 
Environmental  Services  Manager 


cc:         Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  (N2 £) 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  Manager 
Richard  Kodeski,  Manager  -  BLM  Pompey's  Pillar  Project,  Billings 
Tom  Reilly,  F.A.S.  coordinator  -  MDFW&P  Parks  Division 
Debbie  Dils,  Land  Section  -  MDFW&P  Field  Service  Section 
James  B.  Darling,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  Parks 
Raymond  V.  Berntsen,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  Fisheries 
Ken  Chrest,  Owner  -  Chrest  C-C,  East  Helena 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Project  Manager,  Denver 
Judy  Foy,  AICP  -  BRW  Transportation  Planning,  Denver 
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Tom  Reilly,  Fishing  Access  Director 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 
1420  East  6th,  P.O.  Box  200701 
Helena,  Montana  59620-0701 

Re:       BR  568-1  (8)  2 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has  retained  BRW,  Inc.,  as  the 
project  consultant  to  complete  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the 
Yellowstone  River  Bridge  Replacement  project.  BRW  is  a  multi-disciplinary 
engineering  firm  specializing  in  transportation  and  development  services. 

Information  on  the  status  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  project  is  attached  to  this 
letter. 

This  project  has  been  in  the  planning  stage  for  several  years.  BRW  is  now  gathering 
additional  information  to  assist  with  preparation  of  the  EA.  Those  contacted  at 
MDFW&P  regarding  this  EA  include  your  office;  Jim  Darling,  Regional  Fishing 
Manager  in  Billings;  Ray  Bemtsen,  Region  5  Parks  Manager;  and  Ken  Chrest  of 
Chrest  C-C,  MDFW&P' s  consultant  for  124  SPA  Permits  and  related  issues. 
Following  are  items  for  which  additional  information  is  requested: 

Historic  Trail  Access 

The  Pompeys  Pillar  EA,  completed  by  ELM  in  1-996,  determined  that  the  Pompey's 
Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark  (NHL)  will  be  managed  as  a  day  use  site,  with 
vegetation  and  wildlife  restored  to  the  conditions  existing  at  the  time  of  William 
Clark's  signature  (1806).  Fishing  access,  including  docking  for  non-motorized  boats, 
will  be  provided,  and  visitor  services  will  be  available  from  May  through  October. 
(In  earlier  correspondence,  MDT  has  expressed  a  willingness  to  provide  an  approach 
access  if  the  location  is  known,  but  will  not  provide  a  new  bridge  across  the  irrigation 
canal.) 

MDFW&P  has  expressed  interest  in  developing  an  Historic  Trail  Access  to 
Yellowstone  River,  with  provisions  for  motorized  boats.  According  to  Mr.  Darling, 
the  access  point  under  consideration  would  be  upstream  from  the  access  area  selected 
by  BLM. 

1)  Please  verify  the  location  of  the  proposed  MDFW&P  access  point. 

2)  What  is  the  status  of  MDFW&P' s  plans  for  this  access? 

3)  Are  there  other  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed? 


An  Esjal  Opportunity  Enip;ctcr 
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Tom  Reilly,  Fishing  Access  Director 
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Bridge  Acquisition/Preservation 

The  Bundy  Bridge  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
and  interest  has  been  expressed  for  maintaining  the  bridge  in  its  existing  location  as  a  pedestrian 
access  to  Pompey's  Pillar  NHL. 

1)  Would  MDFW&P  have  an^interest  in  acquiring  the  bridge,  either  in  place  or  to  be  located 
elsewhere? 

2)  If  the  bridge  is  removed,  would  MDFW&P  be  interested  in  acquiring  any  spans  or  other 
materials  for  salvage? 

Safety/Water  Access 

1)  If  a  new  bridge  is  built  to  replace  the  current  bridge,  what  safety  and  water  access  issues  will 
need  to  be  addressed? 

2)  How  will  these  issues  differ  if  the  new  bridge  is  built  and  the  current  bridge  remains  in  place 
as  a  pedestrian  access  to  Pompey's  Pillar? 

Section  4m/Section  6(D  Properties 

In  addition  to  the  above  information,  we  will  need  clarification  from  Debby  Dils  on  the  boundaries 
for  Section  4(f)  lands  leased  by  MDFW&P  in  the  vicinity  of  the  bridge.  She  has  been  contacted  and 
a  separate  letter  is  being  sent  (copy  attached). 

Any  questions  and/or  comments  concerning  this  proposed  bridge  replacement  project's  EA  should 
be  directed  to  Karl  M.  Helvik  at  the  address  on  the  first  page's  letterhead. 

«doel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.'*'** 
Environmental  Services  Manager 

cc:        Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  (N2  £) 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  Manager 
Richard  Kodeski,  Manager  -  BLM  Pompey's  Pillar  Project,  Billings 
Tom  Reilly,  F.A.S.  coordinator  -  MDFW&P  Parks  Division 
Debbie  Dils,  Land  Section  -  MDFW&P  Field  Service  Section 
James  B.  Darling,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  2)  Parks 
Raymond  V.  Berntsen,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  2)  Fisheries 
Ken  Chrest,  Owner  -  Chrest  C-C,  East  Helena 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Project  Manager,  Denver 
Judy  Foy,  AICP  -  BRW  Transportation  Planning,  Denver 
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March*25,  1997 

Thomas  L.  Gilbert,  Manager 

Ice  Age,  North  Country,  &  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Trails 

National  Park  Service 

700  Rayovac  Drive,  Suite  100 

Madison,  WI  53711 


Re:       BR  568-1(8)2 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Control  No.  2431 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has  retained  BRW,  Inc.,  as  the 
project  consultant  to  complete  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the 
Yellowstone  River  Bridge  Replacement  project.  BRW  is  a  multi-disciplinary 
engineering  firm  specializing  in  transportation  and  development  services. 

Information  on  the  status  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  project  is  attached  to  this 
letter. 

As  you  know,  this  project  has  been  in  the  planning  stage  for  several  years.  To  keep 
you  informed,  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  will  be  on  the  distribution  list  for  the  EA 
and  related  documents.  Following  are  items  for  which  additional  information  is 
requested: 

Agency  Jurisdiction 

From  an  NPS  letter  dated  June  7,  1994  (copy  attached),  and  in  a  recent  phone 

conversation  with  Richard  Williams,  it  appears  that  NPS  performs  administration  and 

coordination  tasks  for  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Historic  Trail,  while  Bureau  of 

Land  Management  (BLM)  manages  the  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark 

(NHL). 

1)         Please  clarify  how  the  responsibility  for  protection  and  interpretation  of  the 
trail  and  NHL  is  divided  between  the  two  agencies. 

Environmental  Impacts 

The  attached  1994  letter  expressed  concern  about  the  following  issues:  visual  impacts 
of  the  new  bridge,  impacts  of  new  roads  which  might  result  from  installation  of  the 
bridge,  and  disturbance  of  archaeological  and  natural  resources  in  the  bridge  vicinity. 
These  issues  will  be  investigated  and  addressed  in  the  EA. 

1)         Are  there  additional  NPS  issues/concerns  which  have  arisen  since  then? 
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Thomas  L.  Gilbert,  Manager 
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Bridge  Acquisition/Preservation 

The  Bundy  Bridge  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of. 
Historic  Places,  and  interest  has  been  expressed  for  maintaining  the  bridge  in  its 
existing  location  as'a  pedestrian  access  to  Pompey's  Pillar  NHL. 

1)  Would  NPS  have  an  interest  in  acquiring  the  bridge,  either  in  place  or  to  be 
located  elsewhere? 

2)  If  the  bridge  is  removed,  would  NPS  be  interested  in  acquiring  any  spans  or 
other  materials  for  salvage? 

Any  questions  and/or  comments  concerning  this  proposed  bridge  replacement 
project's  EA  should  be  directed  to  Karl  M.  Helvik  at  the  address  on  the  first  page's 
letterhead. 
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^Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.*** 
Environmental  Services  Manager 


cc:        Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  (N2  5) 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT- Environmental  Services  Manager 
Richard  Kodeski,  Manager  -  BLM  Pompey's  Pillar  Project,  Billings 
Richard  Williams,  Coordinator  -  NPS  L&C  NHT,  Madison,  WI 
Tom  Reilly,  F.A.S.  coordinator  -  MDFW&P  Parks  Division 
Debbie  Dils,  Land  Section  -  MDFW&P  Field  Service  Section 
James  B.  Darling,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  Parks 
Raymond  V.  Bemtsen,  Manager  -  MDFW&P  Billings  Region  (N2  5) 
Fisheries 

Ken  Chrest,  Owner  -  Chrest  C-C,  East  Helena 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Project  Manager,  Denver 
Judy  Foy,  AICP  -  BRW  Transportation  Planning,  Denver 
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PO  Box  200701 
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April  7,  1997 
Joel  Marsh&^E 
Environmental  Services  Manager 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
Box  201001 
Helena  MT  59620-0701 

Subject:  BR  568-1(8)2  Yellowstone  River  Bridge-  NW  of  Pompey's  Pillar 

Dear  Mr.  Marshik: 


i 


ASTER  FILE 
COPY 


In  response  to  your  letter  of  March  31,  1997,  the  Land  Section  of  FWP  needs  to  check  the  legal 
descriptions  on  your  proposed  projects  in  order  to  ascertain  the  agency's  land  interest  in  the  area. 
If  FWP  has  no  current  interest  in  land  in  the  area  of  your  proposed  project,  there  should  be  no 
4(f)  or  6(f)  requirements  for  FWP. 

Ken  Soderberg,  on  the  other  hand,  handles  not  only  FWP  6(f)  coordination,  but  also  LWCF 
projects  completed  with  local  governments  and  local  sponsorship  organizations  statewide.  Ken 
has  assumed  Mary  Ellen's  coordination  responsibilities  for  LWCF  and  he  will  be  the  person  to 
work  with  you  on  6(f)  mitigation.    In  an  effort  to  make  the  procedure  a  little  simpler,  I  asked 
Judy  to  send  a  location  or  legal  description  of  the  project  proposal  to  me  last  February  so  we 
could  determine  FWP  land  interests.  I  will  forward  it  onto  Ken  with  a  copy  of  this  letter.  He  will 
respond  to  you  about  any  other  possible  local  LWCF  encumbrances  in  the  vicinity  of  your  project. 

FWP  land  interest  only  extends  within  Section  19,  Township  3  North,  Range  30  East,  on  a  piece 
of  land  leased  from  the  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  approximately  1  mile 
upstream  from  the  bridge.  A  map  of  the  leased  area  is  attached.    Our  records  do  not  indicate  any 
LWCF  encumbrances  on  this  property  leased  by  FWP,  but  Ken  will  doublecheck  this  for  you  also. 

In  regard  to  your  second  question  about  future  development,  I  will  defer  to  Dick  Ellis,  Jim 
Darling,  Ray  Bernsten,  and  Tom  Reilly  on  any  new  access  site  or  improvement  areas.  I  will  send 
them  a  copy  of  both  this  letter  and  your  inquiry  for  reference.  Thanks  for  giving  us  the 
opportunity  to  comment. 

jincerely,      ^.     - 

Debby  Dils( 

Land  Section  Supervisor 
cc:  Dick  Ellis,  Tom  Reilly,  Jim  Darling,  Ray  Bernsten 


FASTER 


<Wlldl&e<£l  Varies 


FILE 

COPY 


DECEIVED 
APR  0  9  1997 

Joel  Marshik,  PE  ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental  Services  Manager 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Box  201001 

Helena  MT  59620-070 1  April  7,  1 997 

Subject:  BR  568-1(8)2  Yellowstone  River  Bridge-NW  of  Pompeys  Pillar 

Dear  Mr.  Marshik, 

Debby  Dils,  Land  Section  Supervisor  for  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  recently  forwarded 
correspondence  related  to  the  MDOT  project  listed  above  and  asked  that  I  double  check  LWCF 
encumbrances  that  may  be  exist  in  the  vicinity. 

I  found  no  LWCF  projects  that  will  require  6(0  mitigation.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  this  proposed  project. 

Sincerely. 


i^^fe^W 


Ken  Soderberg 

Resource  Program  Manager 


Debby  Dils 


6  H.  *W/rt* 
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MARC  RACICOT 
GOVERNOR 


DEPARTMENT  OF  F  fjj^l'^ 

NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND  CONSERVATltfflflASTER  FUT 

1_JWT 


SOUTHERN  LAND  OFFICE 
AIRPORT  INDUSTRIAL  PARK 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


(406)  259-3264 


April    8,     1997 


DECEIVED 

APR  1  0  1997 

ENVIRONMENTAL 


BILLINGS,  MONTANA   59105-197S 


BR  568-1(8)2 

YSTONE  R-NW  POMPEYS  PLR 
(P.M.S.  C#2431) 


Mr.  Joel  M.  Marshik 

MT  Dept.  of  Transportation 

P.  O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT   59620-1001 

Dear  Mr.  Marshik: 

I  am  responding  to  your  letter  of  March  31,  1997  regarding  the 
Yellowstone  River  Bridge  at  Pompeys  Pillar. 

Please  consider  DNRC  as  a  cooperating  agency. 

We  have  no  interest  in  obtaining  the  old  bridge. 

Since  our  only  involvement  is  the  bed  of  the  river,  I  don't 
believe  any  of  the  standard  concerns  apply. 

Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

/ 


^j4^J\J<v 


Don  Kendall7 
Area  Manager 
Southern  Land  Office 

DK:  jw 

c.    Mary lee  Norris 
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APR  1  1  199'  od  ceo  h/o\o  2300  Lake  Elmo  Drive 

WRONMENTAL  YSTONE  R-NW  POMPEWWr  1997 

(P.M.S.  C#243D  _    F    J  # 

Joel  Marshik,  P. E.  -  ^  /?  - /7 

Environmental  Service  Manager  L^&jJl^  /~£xJL 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation  j^lc/^y^ 

Box  201001  ^^<^ 

Helena,  MT  59620-0701 

Dear  Mr.  Marshik: 

We  in  Region  5  are  interested  in  developing  a  new  boat  access  in  conjunction  with 
replacement  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  northwest  of  Pompey's  Pillar.  This  site  has  historically 
been  used  for  launching  and  take-out  for  smaller,  non-motorized  boats  using  a  rudimentary  ramp 
about  50  yards  upstream  from  the  existing  bridge.  The  site  is  located  approximately  6.3  river  miles 
downstream  from  Voyager's  Rest  FAS  near  Worden,  and  represents  an  easy  half-day  float. 

Local  jetboaters,  as  well  as  other  river  users,  are  anxious  to  have  a  good  launch  site  in  this 
section  of  the  river.  Currently  they  must  launch  at  Gritty  Stone  FAS  (9. 1  miles  upstream)  or  Captain 
Clark  FAS  (17.4  miles  downstream). 

We  have  not  determined  the  best  location  for  a  new  ramp  because  we  are  still  uncertain  about 
the  proposed  placement  of  the  new  bridge,  and  because  the  character  of  the  south  bank  has  changed 
significantly  with  the  past  year's  runoff.  We  expect  more  changes  this  year.  Also,  land  ownership 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  bridge  has  been  unclear. 

Our  intention  is  to  avoid  using  the  Section  4(f)  lands  we  are  now  leasing,  because  access 
involves  crossing  a  backwater  channel  of  the  Yellowstone  River.  If  there  are  no  better  options  for 
a  ramp,  turnaround,  and  parking,  however,  we  would  consider  this  area. 

We  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  or  your  representatives  on  site  once  the 
new  bridge  location  and  fate  of  the  old  bridge  are  determined.  Perhaps  we  can  locate  a  stable  ramp 
site  suitable  for  jet  boats  that  would  not  conflict  with  proposed  traffic  patterns  and  activities  at  the 
monument. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  work  with  you. 


Sincerel 


\ju. — - 

[/  Jim  Darling 

RegjonalFisheriesManager 
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c:  Dick  Ellis,  Ray  Berntsen,  Debby  Dils,  Tom  Reilly 
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April    15,     1997 


Stream    Preservation   Coordinator 

Attn:       Ken    Chrest 

Montana   Department    of    Fish,    Wildlife    &   Parks 

P.O.    Box    200701 

Helena,  Montana  59620-0701 

Subject:   Yellowsstone  River  Bridge  at  Pompey' s  Pillar 
BR  568-1  (8)  2  C 
Control  #2431 

Attached  is  the  Stream  Preservation  Act  124  Permit 
application  for  the  Yellowstone  River  bridge  project 
northwest  of  Pompey' s  Pillar  in  Yellowstone  County.   Two 
sets  of  plans  and  location  maps  are  enclosed. 

This  future  project  involves  replacement  of  the  existing 
Yellowstone  River  bridge  northwest  of  Pompey' s  Pillar  with  a 
new  8.5  meter-wide  structure,  as  well  as  realignment  of  the 
existing  roadway  to  the  new  river  crossing.   The  intent  is 
to  do  furnish  core  logs  for  a  proposed  upstream  alignment. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  regarding  this 
project,  please  call  Jona  at  444-0461. 


Jona  Morton,  Biologist 
Environmental  Services 


Attachments 

cc:   w/o  attachments 
Bruce  Barrett 
Al  Kornec 
Karl  Helvik 
Jona  Morton 


An  E^.3l  Opportunity  Emc'oyer 
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MEMO 


To:   ^KarlHelvik 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

From:  Tom  Reilly      Q^J^J^. 
FAS  Coordinator 

Re:       Pompey's  Pillar 

Potential  FAS  Development 


Date:    November  7,  1997 


Karl, 

First  of  all,  thank  you  for  sending  me  the  BLM  Decision  Record  document  for  the  Pompey's 
Pillar  area  this  week. 

I've  discussed  the  issue  with  our  Billings  Fisheries  Manager  (Jim  Darling)  and  the  fishing  access 
the  BLM  proposes  on  page  7  is  something  different  than  what  FWP  needs  for  public  access  in 
this  area. 

The  BLM  site  will  be  for  non-motorized  boats  only.  This  type  of  site  will  allow  folks  to  float 
from  some  point  upstream  into  the  site  (likely  rafts,  canoes,  and  the  like),  but  precludes  motor- 
boat  access  to  the  Yellowstone  River.  Public  motor-boat  access  to  the  lower  Yellowstone  is  what 
FWP  is  short  of  in  the  Billings  area. 

The  type  of  fishing  access  site  (FAS)  we  would  develop  in  this  area  would  be  very  typical  of  the 
other  sites  you  are  likely  familiar  with  on  the  larger  rivers  and  lakes  across  Montana.  The 
improvements  would  include  a  concrete  boat  ramp,  a  parking  area,  latrine,  etc. 

FWP  will  continue  to  look  for  a  suitable  site  downstream  from  Billings  to  provide  much  needed 
motor-boat  access  to  the  Yellowstone  River.  If  you  have  any  additional  thoughts  or  ideas  for 
developing  such  a  site  in  the  Pompey's  Pillar  area,  please  contact  me  at  444-7885. 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation  

Helena,  MT  59620  r**JuTK   HI  E 
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Memorandi 
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To: 

Jim  Darling 

Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 

From: 

Larry  Sickerson               _P  y<. 
District  Project  Biologist   <T  ' 
Glendive  District 

Date: 

February  11,  1998 

Project: 

BR  568-1(8)2 

Bridge  Over  Yellowstone  River 
Subject:         Alignment  and  Grade  Review 


Jim 

Enclosed  are  the  "Preliminary  Plans"  for  the  Pompeys  Pillar  Bridge  that  you 
requested  on  October  21,  1997.  The  Alignment  and  Grade  review  is  scheduled  in 
Billings  February  19  &  20,  1998.  They  will  start  at  2:00  p.m.  on  the  19th  at  the 
Howard  Johnson's  Hotel.  A  site  visit  will  be  conducted  on  the  20th  at  8:00  a.m..  You 
should  review  the  plans  and  create  a  list  of  your  needs  prior  to  the  meetings.   If  you 
would  like  to  perpetuate  a  segment  of  the  existing  roadway,  for  use  as  an  access 
point  to  the  Yellowstone  River,  the  alignment  and  grade  review  meeting  is  the  time 
to  make  your  request. 

If  you  have  trouble  reading  the  plans  or  would  just  like  to  discuss  this  matter  further 
give  me  a  call,  my  phone  number  is  (406)  444-0462.  I  will  have  the  same  copies  of 
that  you  have  and  we  will  be  able  to  coordinate  easily.  Thanks  for  being  patient. 

LLS:lls 

cc:  G.  Stockstad 
J.  Marshik 

D.  Tirmenstein 

E.  Larson 
B.  Barrett 
File 


MfTSJMfi  (Montana  'Fisfi,        (u  )y}^JJ>- 

D  2300  Lake  Elmo  Drive 

J^cCEl  Vgfjngs,  Montana  59105 

MK  0  5  1998        February  23,  1998 

Bill  Kennedy,  Commissioner  c,W'RONME/\JTAL 

Yellowstone  County 

Dear  Mr.  Kennedy: 

I  understand  that  you  attended  an  on-site  meeting  at  Pompeys  Pillar  Bridge  to  discuss  the  potential 
alignment  for  a  replacement  bridge.  Unfortunately,  we  were  not  informed  about  this  meeting  being 
rescheduled  or  we  would  have  joined  you  to  explain  our  concerns  that  traditional  public  access  to  the 
Yellowstone  River  could  be  lost. 

As  you  may  have  noticed,  the  shoreline  immediately  upstream  from  the  existing  bridge  is  worn  by 
vehicular  and  foot  traffic.  Anglers  have  parked  here  for  many  years  and  have  developed  a  crude  boat  launch 
and  take-out.  This  site  i<=  ideally  located  as  the  end  of  a  half-day  float  from  our  accesses  near  Worden.  Some 
anglers  launch  at  the  bridge  to  float  or  run  the  17  miles  downstream  to  our  Captain  Clark  Fishing  Access  Site. 
Fishing  around  the  bridge  itself  is  also  popular.  This  site  would  be  extremely  popular  as  a  jet  boat  launch  and 
take-out  if  a  proper  ramp  were  installed. 

We  are  very  concerned  that  current  construction  plans  will  essentially  obliterate  this  long-standing 
access.  We  understand  that  once  the  new  bridge  approach  is  constructed,  the  existing  county  road  may  be 
abandoned  and  thereafter  returned  to  the  adjacent  landowner.  It  appears  that  no  accommodation  for  anglers 
to  even  park  along  the  river  has  been  considered.  In  fact,  the  slope  of  the  approach  and  guard  railing  may 
•prevent  any  access. 

At  the  very  least,  we  would  appreciate  your  considering  a  transfer  of  the  "abandoned"  section  of  the 
existing  county  road  to  Fish,  Wildlfe,  and  Parks.  We  would  continue  to  maintain  it  and  explore  means  to 
develop  an  access  either  near  the  existing  bridge  or  on  land  we  lease  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  that  lies 
immediately  upstream  of  the  present  road.  In  the  meantime,  we  hope  to  encourage  the  Montana  Department 
of  Transportation  to  address  public  access  concerns  at  the  proposed  bridge  site. 

Please  call  me  at  247-2951  if  you  would  like  to  discuss  this  matter  further. 


)ick  Ellis 
Regional  Supervisor 
Bruce  Barren,  MDT 

Che1  teL-M/fa 


2701  Prospect  Avenue 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena.  MT  59620-1001 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 

Environmental  Services 


April    29,     1991 


Montana  Department  oe  Environmental  Quality    (DEQ) 
Lee   Metcalf    Building 
1520    East    6th  Avenue 
P.O.    Box    200901 
Helena,    MT      59620-0901 

Attention:       Jan    P.    Sensibaugh,    Administrator 
Permitting    &    Compliance    Division 

Subject:  BR   568-1(8)2 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS    PLR 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 


Marc  Racicot.  Governor 


Pmurfs 
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The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  is  requesting  information 
from  the  DEQ  for  the  environmental  documentation  on  this  proposed  project.  Attached 
are  copies  of  its  Scope-of-Work  &.  Alignment  Review  Reports,  and  Location  Map.  This 
proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  be  "Ready"  by  February,  1999  for  "letting"  to 
contract. 

Please  indicate  if  the  DEQ  has  any  waterbodies  (i.e.:  streams  and/or  lakes)  listed  on  the 
305(b)  report  published-for  the  STATE  OF  MONTANA  that  may  be  affected  by  this 
proposed  project.  Also,  please  indicate  whether  such  streams  or  lakes  are  designated  as 
"water  quality  limited"  and  are  in  need  of  a  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL) 
development.  Please  also  identify  what  parameters  are  present  that  may  be  limiting  water 
quality  in  the  waterbody  if  it  will  be  affected  by  this  proposed  project. 

Please  also  add  any  pertinent  information  available  at  this  time  from  DEQ  that  would  be 
useful  for  MDT  in  the  development  of  this  proposed  project's  design  and  preparation  of  its 
environmental  documentation.  This  information  may  include  stream  classifications  in  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity,  wetlands,  unique  "problems"  and/or  items  of  concern, 
management  goals,  etc.  Statements  on  these  matters  will  result,  if  necessary,  in  further 
inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  If  no  written 
response  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days,  it  will  then  be  assumed  that  the 
DEQ  has  no  concerns  about  this  proposed  project. 

An  Equal  Opportunity  Employe' 


Jan  _P_._  _Se,nsibaugh 
Page  2    • 
Aprii  2  9,:  1998 
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If  tliere  are  any  questions,  please  contact  this  office  at  extension  7224. 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
Environmental  Services 


JMM:KMH:asj : [U: \WP8 . 0\2431\DEQ-P&C .REQ.WPD] 

Attachments 

CC  :   Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  Manage: 
Bonr.ie  K.  Lovelace,  Chief  -  DEQ  Water  Protection  Bureau 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AIC?  -  BRW  Project  Manager 


2300  Lake  Elmo  Drive 
Billings,  Montana  59105 

August  11, 1998 


Will  Suralski,  President 
Walleyes  Unlimited,  Billings  Chapter 
P.O.  Box  1891 
Billings,  NIT  59103-1891 

Dear  Will: 

Your  club  should  be  aware  that  construction  of  a  new  bridge  crossing  the  Yellowstone 
River  near  Pompeys  Pillar  (Bundy  Road  Bridge)  may  end  traditional  access  for  boats  at  this 
important  site.  We  have  asserted  the  need  for  continued  public  access  to  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  since  at  least  1985,  but  are  still  not  assured  our  concerns 
will  be  addressed  (see  enclosed  correspondence). 

Within  about  60  days,  MDT  will  move  forward  toward  construction  of  the  new  bridge 
without  providing  access.  Apparently,  Yellowstone  County  has  agreed  to  abandon  the  existing 
approach  road  to  the  adjacent  landowner,  Janet  TalcotL  The  new  alignment  runs  directly  over 
the  existing  launch  site. 

If  the  county  would  agree  not  to  abandon  the  existing  road,  our  Department  would  find 
funds  to  pay  for  an  underpass  to  the  new  approach  and  for  a  ramp  and  parking.  The  key  person 
with  the  county  is  Commissioner  Bill  Kennedy  (256-2701).  The  MDT  official  in  charge  of  the 
project  is  Bruce  Barrett  (252-4138).  It  may  be  beneficial  if  these  officials  were  aware  of  your 
club's  interest  in  retaining  access  to  this  site. 

The  Department  is  still  attempting  to  resolve  the  dilemma,  and  will  keep  you  informed  of 
any  progress. 

Sincerely, 

Dick  Ellis 
Regional  Supervisor 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Amie  Olsen  (and  Copy  recipients)  DATE:      August  13,  1998 

FROM:  Dick  Ellis 

SUBJECT:  Boat  ramp  at  Pompey's  Pillar  Bridge 

I  have  finally  reached  Co.  Commissioner  Bill  Kennedy  and  have  discussed  the  current  situation 
at  Pompey's  re  the  new  bridge  and  potential  for  a  boat  ramp. 

The  Co.  Commissioners  met  yesterday  with  DOT  and  discussed  various  issues  including  the  boat 
ramp.  As  Kennedy  put  it,  there  was  very  Utile  enthusiasm  for  a  boat  ramp  between  the  bridges 
and  the  necessary  underpass  under  the  new  bridge  approach.  He  cited  maintenance  and  restricted 
room  between  the  bridges  as  "problems". 

Mr.  Kennedy  stated  that  the  County  was  going  to  take  over  the  old  bridge  (on  behalf  of  the 
Yellowstone  River  Park  Association)  and  that  they  felt  the  best  place  for  a  boat  ramp  would  be 
on  the  east  side  of  the  old  bridge.  However,  there  is  no  provision  at  this  time  to  provide  vehicle 
access  to  the  old  bridge.  Foot  access  would  be  along  the  river,  supposedly  below  the  high  water 
line,  from  BLM  property. 

Vehicle  access  to  the  old  bridge  -  and  a  boat  ramp  and  parking  -  would  be  addressed  at  a  future 
time  through  purchase  of  land  owned  by  Talcotts  or  through  a  trade  between  the  BLM  and 
'  Talcotts,  or  possibly  through  purchase  of  a  right-of-way  by  FWP  from  Talcotts.  Mr.  Kennedy 
stated  that  Janette  Talcott  wanted  to  take  things  one  step  at  a  time  -  ie,  deal  with  the  Highway 
Dept  and  the  County  on  the  bridge  and  bridge  right-of-way  first,  then  deal  with  other  things  like 
land  trades  and  boat  ramps.  Apparently  Talcotts  have  been  approached  by  the  Conservation 
Foundation  ( based  in  Missoula  ?)  about  sale  of  their  property  west  of  the  pillar. 

Regarding  the  old  County  road  to  the  old  bridge,  Mr.  Kennedy  stated  that  the  right-of-way  would 
revert  to  the  Talcotts  as  part  of  the  original  "negotiations"  on  the  new  bridge.  No  mention  was 
made  of  "public  interest"  re  the  disposal  of  this  County  road.  Even  if  the  County  were 
persuaded  to  retain  the  old  road  in  public  ownership,  it  would  essentially  serve  no  useful  purpose 
without  an  underpass  and  the  Talcott' s  cooperation  in  selling  some  property. 

Mr.  Kennedy  does  not  feel  that  a  meeting  with  DOT,  FWP,  the  County,  and  BLM  would  be 
beneficial  at  this  time.  He  suggested  that  he  arrange  a  meeting  between  himself  FWP,  and  Janet 
Talcott  within  the  next  few  weeks  so  that  FWP  can  express  their  interests  and  options. 


Although  the  DOT  plans  to  get  things  moving  around  Sept  15,  they  will  not  actually  be  making 
Talcotts  an  offer  until  appraisals  and  EIS  are  completed  -  sometime  around  January  of  1999 
There  is  no  telling  where  things  will  go  from  there. 

Considering  the  attitudes  and  commitments  already  made  by  the  major  players,  it  is  my 
recommendation  that  FWP  not  push  hard  for  an  underpass  and  boat  ramp  between  the  bridges  at 
this  time.  I  feel  that  in  the  long  run,  the  best  location  for  a  ramp  would  be  at  the  old  bridge.  I 
acknowledge  that  access  is  questionable  at  this  time,  but  I  also  feel  that  we  would  have  little  or 
no  chance  of  "forcing"  development  between  the  bridges.  If  the  BLM  or  FWP  is  successful  in 
acquiring  access  across  Talcotts  in  the  future,  the  old  bridge  site  would  be  a  preferable  location. 

I  am  sure  there  will  be  considerable  public  interest  in  the  loss  of  boat  launching  opportunity  and 
the  abandonment  of  the  County  road  when  it  comes  to  light  The  County  will  likely  feel  some 
obligation  to  help  rectify  the  loss.  The  DOT's  EIS  process  will  also  provide  the  pub  He  an 
opportunity  to  voice  concerns  and  perhaps  stimulate  additional  "commitments"  from  DOT. 

Mr.  Kennedy  feels  that  there  is  a  good  chance  that  Talcotts  will  agree  to  sell  or  trade  their 
property  on  the  south  side  of  the  river,  either  to  the  BLM  (through  the  Conservation  Foundation) 
or  perhaps  to  FWP.  Currently,  they  are  most  interested  in  a  trade  which  would  involve  BLM 
parcels  within  their  ranch  on  the  north  side.  Eventually,  one  of  these  options  will  likely  result  in 
an  access  site  at  the  old  bridge. 


*3' 


I  recommend  that  Karin  and  I  meet  with  Commissioner  Kennedy  and  Janet  Talcott  as  soon  as 
that  can  be  arranged. 


'•o* 


c.c.  RichClough 
Karen  Hillstrom 
Jim  Darling 
Tom  Reilly 


Received 

DEC  1  7  1998 
BRW,  Denver  **m 
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MEMORANDUM 


t\ 


TO:  Pat  Graham 

FROM:  Dick  Ellis  *£  <£j  $\ 

SUBJECT:  Loss  of  Access  at  Bridget 


DATE:      November  16,  1998 


As  we  discussed  outside  the  Commission  Meeting  on  November  6, 1  am  enclosing  some 
of  the  past  correspondence  exchanged  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
regarding  angler  access  at  the  Pompeys  Pillar  Bridge.  I  believe  we  made  our  desires  clear  and 
with  adequate  notice  (since  1979)  to  expect  more  than  an  acknowledgment  of  our  interest.  I 
must  admit,  however,  that  MDT  was  careful  never  to  agree  to  any  firm  commitment. 

If  the  new  bridge  site  cannot  be  modified  to  accommodate  public  access  or  boat 
launching,  perhaps  MDT  could  mitigate  the  loss  by  extending  Road  28N  (one  mile  west  of 
Pompeys  Pillar  Bridge)  to  land  that  we  lease  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  as  depicted  on  the 
enclosed  maps.  This  action  would  give  credence  to  their  stated  intention  to  mitigate  future  losses 
of  access. 

Also,  ia^nesclosing  a  petition  cuculatedby^an-outfitter  in  Big  Timber  protesting  the  loss 
of  access  at  another  bridgeT^^-toejiI^rWar^ed  the  petition  to  MDT,  and  will  leave  it  to  your 
discretion  to  choose  anapprepriate  time  to  punctu^te-hew-MQT  actions  are  raising  the  ire  of 
traditional  usei 


cc:  Jim  Darling 
Tom  Reilly 


-££2»» 


SPXA3TE  CMF  MCES^^S^ 
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Helena,  Montana 
Jan.  31,  1930 


Mr.  Steve  Kolcgi,  Chief 
Prs-Coastmcrtion  Bureau 
Dept.  of  Highways 
27Q1  Prospect.  Jeanne 
Helena.,  Montana  336-31 

Dear  Steve  3 

It  has  basil,   brought  to  cur  attention  that  tha  Depar-cnerit  of 
Highways  will  be  investigating  the  site  of  a  proposed  ne"» 
bridge  at  Pccpeys  Pillar.  -The  Dept.  c£  Fish,  wildlife  and 
Parks,  also  has  an  interest  in  this  particular  araa  frcs  a 
beat  access  standpoint. 

We  would  appraciata  receiving  a  preliminary  plan  of  your 
bridge  location  when  it  is  available.  Also,  your  contour 
napping  of  tha  area  rJould  be  desirable. 


•thanks  a  lot  for  any  help  you  can  give  us. 
Sincerely, 


Pconaro  kayer,  Cnia: 

Design  S  Construction  Bureau 

Paries  Division 

51-1:  an 

cc:   ?.ay  3emtsen 
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D  .PARTMENTOFHIGHW, 


:s 


THOMAS  L  JUDGE.  GOVERNOR 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


February  14,  1980 


2701  PROSPECT 


HELENA.  MONTANA  596C1 


T<"« 
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RS  568-1  CI) 
Pompeys  Pillar  Bridg 


Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  §  Parks 
1420  E.  6th  Avenue 
Helena,  MF.  59601 

Attn:  Richard  Mayer 

Gentlemen: 

■  This  acknowledges  receipt  of  your  letter  of  January  51,  1980  concerning 
a  boat  access  in  the  area  of  the  Pompeys  Pillar  Bridge.  It  will  be  some  time 
before  our  contour  mapping  is  completed  and  a  definite  bridge  site  is  selected. 
We  will  contact  you  at  that  time.  Our  contour  mapping  should  definitely  be 
useful  for  the  design  of  your  project. 

> 

Very  truly  yours, 


32-SCK:MRT:mg 

cc:  C.  W..  Klimper 
K.  F.  Skoog 


Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.  E, 
Preconstruction  Bureau 


■AH  EOCMl  OPPORTUNITY  fMPCCvf''' 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 

Environmental  Services 


March    4,     1999 


2707  Prospect  Avenue 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


Marc  RbcicoI,  Governor 


U.S.  Department  cf  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
810  East  Main  Street 
Billings,  MT   59105-3395 

Attention:   Sandra  S.  Brooks,  Field  Manager 
Billings  Resource  Area 


Subject:     BR  568-1(8)1 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 


PLR 


The  BLM  responded-on  December  8,  1993  to  MDT's  Cooperating  Agency  request  for 
this  proposed  bridge-replacement  project.  A  copy  of  the  BLM's  response  is  included-in 
"APPENDIX  E"  within  each  of  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT  copies  of  the  Environ- 
mental Assessment  (EA)  and  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  [94  (f)]  for  this 
proposed  project.  Please  review  the  ROUGH  DRAFTS  of  these   EA   and   '94(f)    docu- 
ments, and  reply  in  writing  to  this  office  by  the  date  (shown  in  "shadedV'boldface"  type) 
in  the  next  paragraph.  Please  include  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT 
EA  and   94(f)    documents,  and  also  identify  any  currently  ongoing  and/or  proposed 
actions  the   BLM  may  have  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project  (that  are  not  refer- 
enced under  part  III.E.  on  p. 30  in  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EAs).  The  Montana 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation  (dnr&c),  and  Yellowstone 
County  are  (also)  Cooperating  Agencies  on  this  proposed  project.  Each  has  also  been 
sent  copies  of  these  ROUGH  DRAFT  EA  and   94(f)    documents  to  review  as  Co- 
operating Agencies. 

This  proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  have  its  plans  and  special  provisions 
"READY"  for  review  by  prior-to  its  advertising  for  "letting"  to  construction.  Therefore,  it 
is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA 
and   94  (f)    be  sent-to  this  office  by/before  March  19, 1999.  These  EA  and   94  (f) 
documents'  "final"  version  must  be  approved-by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion's Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  public  distribution/review. 

A  summary  of  comments  about,  and  (if  necessary)  a  revised  version  of  the  EA  will  be 
made  available  approximately  thirty  (3  0)  calendar  days  after  the  FHWA's  approval.  If  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  will 
(also)  be  issued-by  the   FHWA  prior-to  this  proposed  project's  approval  for  "letting"  to 
contract.  Also  enclosed  are  copies  of  the  "VISUAL  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT"  and 
(final)  Biological  Resources  Report  (BRR)  for  this  proposed  project.  That  BRR 
replaces  its  revised  "Draft"  version  sent-to  the  BLM  on  January  14,  1999. 

An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


Sandra  S.  Brooks 

Page  2 

March  4,  1999 

Please  call  this  office  at    4  06-4  4  4-7224    if  there  are  any  questions  about  the  enclosed 
ROUGH    DRAFT    EA   and    P4  (f)    documents,  and  the  "FAX"  number  is  4  0  6-4  4  4- 

7245. 


%j  TPih^- 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT   Environmental  Services 


JMM:KMH:asj  :  J/[U  :  \24  31\BLM-RDEA.RVW] 

Enclosures 

CC:   Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  N'  5 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  (ES)  Manager 
Gordon  J.  Stockstad,  Chief  -  MDT  ES  Resources  Bureau 
Stan  E.  Sternberg,  Chief  -  MDT  ES  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Don  Kendall,  Area  Manager  -  DNR&C  Southern  Land  Office 
Hon.  William  Kennedy,  Commissioner  -  Yellowstone  County 
William  R.  Gibbs,  Director  -  Yellowstone  County  Public  Works  Department 
Tom  Kelly,  Planner  -  Yellowstone  County  Planning  Office 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Project  Manaqer 


Montana  Department        2701  Prospect  Avenue  ^arc  Racicot-  pernor 

of  Transportation  PO  Box  201001 

Environmental  Services        Helena,  MT  59620-1001 — 

MASTER 


March    4,     1999 


FILE 
COPY 


Montana  Department  of  Natural 

Resources  &  Conservation 
Southern  Land  Office  (DNR&C-SLO) 
Airport  Industrial  Park  IP- 9 
Billings,  MT   59105-1978 

Attention:   Don  Kendall, 
Area  Manager 

Subject:     BR  568-1(8)1 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS    PLR 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 

The  DNR&C-SLO  responded-on  April  8,  1997  to  MDT's  Cooperating  Agency  request 
for  this  proposed  bridge-replacement  project.  A  copy  of  the  DNR&C-  SLO's  response  is 
included-in  "APPENDIX  E"  within  each  of  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT  copies  of  the 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  [94  (f)]  for 
this  proposed  project.  Please  review  the   ROUGH   DRAFTS  of  these   EA  and    94(f) 
documents,  and  reply  in  writing  to  this  office  by  the  date  (shown  in  "shadedV'boldface" 
type)  in  the  next  paragraph.  Please  include  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH 
DRAFT   EA   and   94(f)    documents,  and  also  identify  any  currently  ongoing  and/or 
proposed  actions  the  DNR&C  -  SLO  may  have  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project 
(none  are  currently  referenced-under  part  III.E.  on  p.30  in  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT 
EA).  The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  and 
YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY  are  (also)  Cooperating  Agencies  on  this  proposed  project.  Each 
has  also  been  sent  copies  of  these   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA  and    94(f)    documents  to 
review  as  Cooperating  Agencies. 

This  proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  have  its  plans  and  special  provisions 
"READY"  for  review  by  prior-to  its  advertising  for  "letting"  to  construction.  Therefore,  it 
is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA 
and   94(f)    be  sent-to  this  office  by/before  March  19, 1999.  These  EA  and   94(f) 
documents'  "final"  version  must  be  approved-by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion's Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  public  distribution/review. 

A  summary  of  comments  about,  and  (if  necessary)  a  revised  version  of  the  EA  will  be 
made  available  approximately  thirty  (3  0)  calendar  days  after  the  FHWA's  approval.  If  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  will 
(also)  be  issued-by  the   FHWA  prior-to  this  proposed  project's  approval  for  "letting"  to 
contract.  Also  enclosed  are  copies  of  the  "VISUAL  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT"  and 
(final)  Biological  Resources  Report  (BRR)  for  this  proposed  project.  That  BRR 
replaces  its  revised  "Draft"  version  sent-to  the  DNR&C-SLO  on  January  14,  1999. 

An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


Don  Kendall 

Page  2 

March  4,  1999 

Please  call  this  office  at    4  0  6-444-7224    if  there  are  any  questions  about  the  enclosed 
ROUGH    DRAFT    EA   and    P4(f)    documents,  and  the 'TAX'"  number  is  4  0  6-4  4  4- 

7245. 

Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT   Environmental  Services 
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Enclosures 

CC:        Bruce    H.    Barrett,    Administrator    -    MDT    Billings    District    N'   5 
Joseph    P.    Kolman,     P.E.    -    MDT    Bridge    Engineer 
Carl    S.    Peil,     P.E.    -    MDT    Preconstruction    Engineer 
Thomas    E.    Martin,     P.E.    -    MDT    Right-of-Way   Engineer 
Timothy   W.    Reardon,    Chief    Counsel    -    MDT    Legal    Services 
Joel    M.    Marshik,     P.E.    -    MDT    Environmental    Services     (ES)    Manager 
Gordon    J.    Stockstad,    Chief    -    MDT    ES    Resources    Bureau 
Stan   E.    Sternberg,    Chief    -    MDT    ES    Hazardous   Waste    Bureau 
Clive    L.    Rooney,    Chief    -   DNR&C    Special    Use   Management    Bureau 
Sandra    S.    Brooks,     Field  Manager    -   BLM  Billings    Resource   Area 
Hon.    William  Kennedy,    Commissioner   -    Yellowstone  County 
William   R.    Gibbs,    Director   -    Yellowstone  County  Public  Works  Department 
Tom   Kelly,    Planner    -    Yellowstone  County  Planning  Office 
Debra    Perkins-Smith,    AICP    -    BRW    Project    Manager 


Montana  Department         2701  Prospect  Avenue  Marc  Rac/cot.  Governor 

of  Transportation  PO  Box  201001 

Environmental  Services         Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


March    4,     1999 


Yellowstone  County  Commission 

P.O.  Box  3  5000 

Billings,  MT   59107-5000 

Attention:   Hon.  William  Kennedy, 
Commissioner 

Subject:     BR  568-1(8)1 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS    PLR 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  was  nominated-by  Yellowstone  County 
early  in  1993.  Therefore,  MDT  regards  the  County  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  this 
proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771  .- 
111(d).  A  copy  of  MDT's  April  1,  1994  letter  to  the  County  Commissioners  (regarding  a 


then-pending  informational  meeting  about  this  proposed  project)  is  included-within 
"APPENDIX  F"  of  the  enclosed   ROUGH  DRAFT  copies  of  the  Environmental  Asses- 
sment (EA)  and  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  [P4  (f)  ]  for  this  proposed  project. 

Please  review  the   ROUGH  DRAFTS  of  these   EA  and   "94(f)    documents,  and  reply  in 
writing  to  this  office  by  the  date  (shown  in  "shaded"'"boldface"  type)  in  the  next  para- 
graph. Please  include  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA  and 
94(f)    documents.  Also  please  identify  any  currently  ongoing  and/or  proposed  actions 
that  the  County  may  have  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project  (none  are  currently  re- 
ferenced under  part  III.E.  in  the  enclosed   ROUGH  DRAFT   EA).  The  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (blm),  and  the  Montana  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation  (dnr&c)  are  (also)  Cooperating  Agencies  on 
this  proposed  project.  Each  has  also  been  sent  copies  of  these  ROUGH   DRAFT   EA  and 
P4  (f )    documents  to  review  as  Cooperating  Agencies. 

This  proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  have  its  plans  and  special  provisions 
"READY"  for  review  by  prior-to  its  advertising  for  "letting"  to  construction.  Therefore,  it 
is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA 
and   94(f)    be  sent-to  this  office  by/before  March  19, 1999.  These  EA  and   94(f) 
documents'  "final"  version  must  be  approved-by  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTA- 
TION'S Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  public  distribution/review. 

A  summary  of  comments  about,  and  (if  necessary)  a  revised  version  of  the  EA  will  be 
made  available  approximately  thirty  (3  0)  calendar  days  after  the  FHWA's  approval.  If  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FoNSI)  will  (also)  be  issued. 

An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


Hon.  William  Kennedy 

Page  2 

March  4,  1999 

That    FoNSI    will  then  be  released-by  the    FHWA  (v7the  comments  summary  on.  and 
revised  EA.  if  appropriate)  prior-to  this  proposed  project's  approval  for  "letting"  to 
contract.  Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  "VISUAL  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT"  for  this 
proposed  project. 

Please  call  this  office  at    4  0  6-4  4  4-722  4    if  there  are  any  questions  about  the  enclosed 
ROUGH    DRAFT    EA   and    P4(f)    documents,  and  the ''FAX'*  number  is  4  0  6-4  4  4- 

7245. 


^J-^/^rl 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT   Environmental  Services 
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Enclosures 

CC:        Eruce    H.    Barrett,    Administrator    -   MDT    Billings    District    N'   5 
Joseph    P.    Kolman,     P.E.    -   MDT    Bridge    Engineer 
Carl    S.    Peil,    P.E.    -    MDT    Preconstruction    Engineer 
Thomas    E.    Martin,     P.E.    -    MDT    Right-of-Way   Engineer 
Timothy   W.    Reardon,    Chief    Counsel    -    MDT    Legal    Services 
Joel    M.    Marshik,     P.E.    -   MDT    Environmental    Services     (ES)    Manager 
Gordon    J.    Stockstad,    Chief    -    MDT    ES    Resources    Bureau 
Stan    E.    Sternberg,    Chief    -   MDT    ES    Hazardous    Waste    Bureau 
Sandra    S.    Brooks,     Field  Manager    -   BLM   Billings    Resource   Area 
Don   Kendall,    Area    Manager    -   DNR&C   Southern    Land   Office 
William   R.    Gibbs,    Director   -   Yellowstone  County  Public  Works  Department 
Tom   Kelly,    Planner   -    Yellowstone  County  Planning  Office 
Debra    Perkins-Smith,    AICP    -    BRW    Proiect    Manager 
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Yellowstone   County   Public  Works  Department 
P.    O.     Box    35024 
Billings,    MT      59107-5024 

Attention:       William  R.    Gibbs, 
Director 

Subject:  BR   568-1(8)1 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS    PLR 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  was  nominated-by  YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY 
early  in  1993.  Therefore,  MDT  regards  the  County  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  this 
proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771  .- 
111(d).  A  copy  of  MDT's  April  1,  1994  letter  to  the  County  Commissioners  (regarding  a 
then-pending  informational  meeting  about  this  proposed  project)  is  included-within 
"APPENDIX  F"  of  the  enclosed  ROUGH   DRAFT   copies  of  the  Environmental  Asses- 
sment (EA)  and  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  [94(f)]  for  this  proposed  project. 

Please  review  the   ROUGH  DRAFTS  of  these   EA  and    94(f)    documents,  and  reply  in 
writing  to  this  office  by  the  date  (shown  in  "shaded"/"boIdface"  type)  in  the  next  para- 
graph. Please  include  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA  and 
94  (f)    documents.  Also  please  identify  any  currently  ongoing  and/or  proposed  actions 
that  the  County  may  have  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project  (none  are  currently  re- 
ferenced under  part  1II.E.  in  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA).  The  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (blm),  and  the  Montana  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation  (dnr&c)  are  (also)  Cooperating  Agencies  on 
this  proposed  project.  Each  has  also  been  sent  copies  of  these   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA  and 
94  (f)    documents  to  review  as  Cooperating  Agencies. 

This  proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  have  its  plans  and  special  provisions 
"READY"  for  review  by  prior-to  its  advertising  for  "letting"  to  construction.  Therefore,  it 
is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA 
and   94(f)    be  sent-to  this  office  by/before  March  19, '1999.  These  EA  and   94(f) 
documents'  "final"  version  must  be  approved-by  the  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTA- 
TION'S Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  public  distribution/review. 

A  summary  of  comments  about,  and  (if  necessary')  a  revised  version  of  the  EA  will  be 
made  available  approximately  thirty  (3  0)  calendar  days  after  the  FHWA's  approval.  If  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FoNSI)  will  (also)  be  issued. 


An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


William  R.  Gibbs 

Page  2 

March  4,  1999 

That   FoNSI    will  then  be  released-by  the    FHWA  ("/the  comments  summary  on,  and  a 
revised  EA,  if  appropriate)  prior-to  this  proposed  project's  approval  for  "letting,'  to 
contract.  Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  '"VISUAL  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT"  for  this 
proposed  project. 

Please  call  this  office  at   4  0  6-444-7224    if  there  are  any  questions  about  the  enclosed 

ROUGH    DRAFT    EA  and    P4  (f)    documents,  and  the  "FAX'*  number  is  4  0  6-4  4  4- 

7245. 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT   Environmental  Services 


JMM:KMH:asj  :  7/[U  :  \24  31\YCPW-RDEA.RVW] 

Enclosures 

CC:   Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  N*  5 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  3ridge  Engineer 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardon,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  (ES)  Manager 
Gordon  J.  Stockstad,  Chief  -  7.D1   ES  Resources  Bureau 
Stan  E.  Sternberg,  Chief  -  MDT  ES  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Sandra  S.  Brooks,  Field  Manager  -  BLM  Billings  Resource  Area 
Don  Kendall,  Area  Manager  -  DNR&C  Southern  Land  Office 
Hon.  William  Kennedy,  Commissioner  -  Yellowstone  County 
Tom  Kelly,  Planner  -  Yellowstone  County  Planning  Office 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Proiect  Manager 
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Yellowstone    County   Planning  Office 

510    North   Broadway 

Billings,    MT      59101  ,    .  .  ,   .  .  .  k  i~ 

Coifed  office  -  /)&+-  tUorL'+'f,  +J*e-/e  ;    M£ 

Attention:       Tomjtolly,  »**$>*  MAtT******  *«»4rtt 

5e*c)  oyf'y  ptsloh'c  #ev>'<=>to   Vffs/an 

Subject:  BR    568-1(8) 1 

YSTONE    R-NW    POMPEYS    PLR 
(P. M.S.    C#2431) 

This  proposed  bridge-replacement  project  was  nominated-by  Yellowstone  County 
early  in  1993.  Therefore,  MDT  regards  the  County  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  this 
proposed  project's  environmental  documentation  under  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771.- 
111(d).  A  copy  of  MDT's  April  1,  1994  letter  to  the  County  Commissioners  (regarding  a 
then-pending  informational  meeting  about  this  proposed  project)  is  included-within 
"APPENDIX  F"  of  the  enclosed  ROUGH  DRAFT  copies  of  the  Environmental  Asses- 
sment (EA)  and  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  [94  (f)]  for  this  proposed  project. 

Please  review  the  ROUGH  DRAFTS  of  these  EA  and   "94(f)    documents,  and  reply  in 
writing  to  this  office  by  the  date  (shown  in  "shaded'Vboldface"  type)  in  the  next  para- 
graph. Please  include  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA   and 
94  (f )    documents.  Also  please  identify  any  currently  ongoing  and/or  proposed  actions 
that  the  County  may  have  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project  (none  are  currently  re- 
ferenced under  part  III.E.  in  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA).  The  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (blm),  and  the  Montana  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  &  Conservation  (dnr&c)  are  (also)  Cooperating  Agencies  on 
this  proposed  project.  Each  has  also  been  sent  copies  of  these   ROUGH  DRAFT   EA  and 
94  (f )    documents  to  review  as  Cooperating  Agencies. 

This  proposed  project  is  currently-scheduled  to  have  its  plans  and  special  provisions 
"READY"  for  review  by  prior-to  its  advertising  for  "letting"  to  construction.  Therefore,  it 
is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  about  the  enclosed   ROUGH   DRAFT   EA 
and   94(f)    be  sent-to  this  office  by/before  March  19, 1999.  These  EA  and   94(f) 
documents'  "final"  version  must  be  approved-by  the  U.S.  Department  OF  Transporta- 
tion's Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  public  distribution/review. 

A  summary  of  comments  about,  and  (if  necessary)  a  revised  version  of  the  EA  will  be 
made  available  approximately  thirty  (3  0)  calendar  days  after  the  FHWA's  approval.  If  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FoNSI)  will  (also)  be  issued. 

An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


r£om  Kelly 
Page  2 
March  4,  1999 

That    FoNSI    will  then  be  released-by  the    FHWA  ("/the  comments  summary  on,  and  a 
revised  EA.  if  appropriate)  prior-to  this  proposed  project's  approval  for  "letting"  to 
contract.  Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  "VISUAL  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT"  for  this 
proposed  project. 

Please  call  this  office  at   4  0  6-444-7224    if  there  are  any  questions  about  the  enclosed 
ROUGH    DRAFT    EA  and    P4(f)    documents,  and  the  "FAX"  number  is  4  0  6-4  4  4- 

7245. 


Karl  M.  Helvik,  P.E. 
Engineering  Bureau  Chief 
MDT   Environmental  Services 
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CC:   Bruce  H.  Barrett,  Administrator  -  MDT  Billings  District  N'  5 
Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  MDT  Bridge  Engineer 
Carl  S.  Peil,  P.E.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Thomas  E.  Martin,  P.E.  -  MDT  Right-of-Way  Engineer 
Timothy  W.  Reardor.,  Chief  Counsel  -  MDT  Legal  Services 
Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E.  -  MDT  Environmental  Services  (ES)  Manager 
Gordon  J.  Stockstad,  Chief  -  MDT  ES  Resources  Bureau 
Stan  E.  Sternberg,  Chief  -  MDT  ES  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Sandra  S.  Brooks,  Field  Manager  -  BLM  Billings  Resource  Area 
Don  Kendall,  Area  Manager  -  DNR&C  Southern  Land  Office 
Hon.  William  Kennedy,  Commissioner  -  Yellowstone  County 
William  R.  Gibbs,  Director  -  Yellowstone  County  Public  Works  Department 
Debra  Perkins-Smith,  AICP  -  BRW  Project  Manaqer 
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March  24,  1999 


Mr.  Karl  Helvik.  P.E. 

Engineering  Bureau  Chief 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

27  01  Prospect  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Mr.  Helvik: 

Thank  you  fcr  forwarding  the  "rough  draft"  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  and 
Programmatic  Section,  as  well  as  the  Visual  Impact  Assessment  and  Biological 
Resources  Report,  for  the  Bundy  Bridge  project  {BR  568-1  (8)  1. 

My  review  of  these  documents  indicates  that  you  have  adequately  addressed 
concerns  related  to  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark,  which  my  office 
administers . 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  concerns  which  we  previously  raised  and  good 
luck  on  your  project.   I  would  appreciate  a  copy  of  your  final  documents  as 
they  become  available. 

Sincerely, 


JnsM^  -*£    -L>Loofeo 


Sandra  S.  Brooks 
Field  Manager 


cc: 

Bruce  Barrett,  MOOT 
Dick  Ellis.  MFWP 
Dick  Williams,  NPS 


APPENDIX  F:  PUBLIC  MEETING  INFORMATION  AND  COMMENTS 

(By  order  of  date  received/sent/last  name  of  commentee.) 


W*JJ 


Montana  Deportment 
of  Transportation 


Highways  Division  ■  ^  -TTr" 

P.  O.  Box  20437  IvS/iO  "1LE 


Billings,  Montana  59104-0437  Q£ .  . 

(406)  252-4138 


w  — .' 


April  1,  1994 


Yellowstone  County  Commissioners 
P.O.  Box  35000 
Billings,  MT  59107 


Subject:  BR  568-1(8)2  .    —       - yr^\ 

Yellowstone  River  Bridge-0.3  Miles  Northwest  of  Pompeys  Pillar  '__      ,^^J 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  March  21  regarding  continuing  development  of  the  subject 
project.  We  have  arranged  for  a  public  information  meeting  to  be  held  on  May  5,  1994  in 
the  Huntley  Project  High  School  cafeteria  at  7  p.m.  During  that  meeting  there  will  be  a  brief 
presentation  by  me  of  project  development  to  date  and  possibly  other  items  deemed  pertinent 
by  project  team  members. 

As  a  part  of  the  presentation  time,  we  would  appreciate  a  representative  from  the  County 
identifying  elements  of  need  which  led  to  the  recommendation  for  this  project  so  that  we  may 
develop  a  forum  for  the  group  discussion  to  follow.  We  will  have  translites  available  for 
public  viewing  which  demonstrate  the  alignments  discussed  to  date  and  the  possible 
treatments  considered. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  meeting  format  or  your  role  in  the  program,  please 
don't  hesitate  to  give  me  a  call  at  252-4138. 


6^u^u^> 


ROY  R.  VENTURA,  JR.,  P. 
BILLINGS  DISTRICT  ENGINEER 

RRV:WK:DE:61 

C.         James  E.  Logan,  P.S.  -  Yellowstone  County  Surveyor 
Dick  Kodeski  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Jim  Darling  -  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 

be.        Richard  T.  Munger 
Richard  E.  Weed 
Kevin  McCray  ^ 
District  File 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


Marc  Racicot.  Governor 


Highways  Division 

P.  O.  Box  20437 

Billings,  Montana  59104-0437 

(406)  252-4138 


May  11,  1994 


Subject:  Information  Meeting 

"Bundy"  Bridge 
BR  568-1(8)2 
Yellowstone  River-0.3  Miles  Northwest  of  Pompeys  Pillar 


Dear  Resident: 


We  have  recently  held  a  public  information  meeting  regarding  the  possibility  of  replacing  the 
"Bundy"  Bridge  near  Pompeys  Pillar.  Many  of  you  were  not  in  attendance  at  the  meeting, 
and  we  would  like  to  give  you  an  opportunity  to  provide  your  thoughts  or  comments  with 
regard  to  both  the  need  and  the  possible  alternatives  for  the  bridge  location. 

If  you  have  an  interest  in  providing  such  information,  please  use  the  enclosed  form  and 
return  it  to  my  office  within  the  next  month. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


n^kcD, 


RC£f  R.  VENTURA,  JR.,  R, 
BILLINGS  DISTRICT  ENGINEER 


RRV:WK:DE:97 


Enclosure 


SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  MEETING  FOR  THE  YELLOWSTONE  RIVER  BRIDGE 

ON  MAY  5,  1994 
III  NTLEY  PROJECT  HIGH  SCHOOL,  WORDEN 

based-on 
Minutes  by  James  H.  Ferguson 

Mr  Roy  Ventura,  District  Engineer  for  the  Billings  district,  facilitated  the  meeting,  which  began  at  7:05±  PM- 
MT.  The  representatives  from  Yellowstone  County  included  Jim  Logan,  County  Surveyor  and  Commission 
Chairman  M.D.  Matthew.  Jim  Darling,  MFWP's  Billings  Region  (N^)  Fisheries  Manager  attended  but  did 
not  participate  during  the  presentations.  The  Talcott  family,  which  owns  the  land  on  both  sides  of  the  river 
at  this  proposed  project's  crossing,  was  also  present. 

Mr.  Ventura  explained  the  nomination  process  and  funding  for  off-system  projects.  MDT's  relationship  to  the 
county  with  their  road  system  was  explained  to  the  audience.  Funding  for  this  project  will  include  both 
Federal  and  state,  as-well-as  county  revenues.  Mr  Ventura  explained  general  routing  designations  and  public 
necessity,  safety  and  prioritization  of  projects  (nomination  process). 

The  format  of  the  discussion  was  open  and  informal. 

Mr  Ventura  explained  the  historic  classification  of  the  existing  bridge  (pin-connected,  3  main  Warren  truss 
spans,  1915  Minnesota  Iron  Work  or  similar  fabricator),  present  usage,  (estimated  ADT  =  1 00,  county  data), 
sufficiency  rating,  (SR  =  4  3),  roadway  limitations  and  the  poor  condition  of  the  trusses,  and  the  deck's 
present  roadway  width  and  height  to  upper  cross-members  of  4.6±m  ( 1 5.2±'),  each.  The  deck  is  rated  6  on 
a  scale  of  1 0.  A  recent  investigation  indicated  5±  to  6±m  ( 1 6±'  -  20±')  of  "scour"  at  the  southerly-most  pier. 
Prior  to  this  meeting,  the  critical  nature  of  the  bridge  was  (apparently)  not  well-understood  by  the  public. 

After  Mr  Ventura's  opening  remarks,  the  Talcott  family  shared  their  opinions  first  and  thereafter,  seemed  to 
have  the  most  comments.  A  negative  perception  was  initially  noted  during  their  discussions,  and  they 
remained  opposed-to  constructing  a  new  bridge  throughout  the  event.  The  audience  appeared-to  have 
preconceptions  about  property  tax  increases  and/or  making  payments  for  a  Rural  Improvement  District. 

Need  for  the  project  was  then  emphasized.  The  cost  of  the  project  including  approaches  was  estimated  at 
about  $1.5E6($1,500,000±).  A  connecting  route  (old  U.S.HwyN2's  10  &  312)  to  I-  94  's  Pompeys  Pillar 
interchange  (exit  #2  3)  hasn't  been  improved,  but  will  be  scheduled  for  a  subsequent  project. 

At  this  point  Mr  Ventura  invited  the  county's  representatives  to  present  their  findings  to  the  group. 

Mr  Logan  spoke  first  stating  the  county's  responsible-for  bothSecondary  highway's  and  "Off-System"  road's 
maintenance,  and  has  300±  bridges  to  maintain  with  a  budget  of  $0.7±E6($720,000)/year.  Mr  Logan 
mentioned-that  an  average  daily  traffic  count  (ADT)  was  estimated  at  100±  with  about  50%  heavy  trucks 
over  the  present  bridge.  The  county  has  documented  a  steady  increase  in  use  with  heavier  truck  traffic. 

During  this  discussion,  a  rancher  northerly-of  the  present  bridge  mentioned-that  he  had  violated  the  posted 
load-limit  and  had  crossed  the  structure  with  1 8±  metric  tonne  (20±  ton)GVW  cattle  trucks.  Use-of  logging 
trucks  is  expected  to  increase  in  this  area. 

Mr  Logan  then  emphasized  the  county's  liability  if  an  accident  occurred.  Further  use  by  loads  exceeding  the 
posted  limit  could  result-in  the  bridge's  closure  due-to  its  lowSR  and  inadequate  approach  spans.  M  Logan 
mentioned  that  safe  access  to/from  the  northwesterly  side  (left  bank)  was  very  poor.  To  keep  the  facility 
open,  bridge  deck  maintenance  alone  would  cost  about  $0.2E6($  1 78,000±).  This  improvement  still  wouldn't 
include  upgrades  for  the  approach  roadways,  nor  improve  the  overall  geometries  of  the  facility. 

Rehabilitation  of  the  bridge  trusses  would  be  at  a  large  cost  without  substantially  increasing  the  overall 
"service  life"  of  the  facility.  The  substructure  needs  additional  repairs,  and  after  truss  rehabilitation,  the 
county  estimated  that  painting  would  cost  $0.2±E6($200,000±).  That  estimate  didnot  include  any  additional 
costs  for  hazardous  materials  testing  and  lead  paint  removal/disposal. 


Summary  of  Public  Meeting  for  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge 
May  5.  1994 
Page  2 

The  county  recently-closed  the  bridge  for  one  day  for  maintenance,  and  consequently  received  numerous 
complaints  about  that  closure.  A  local  citizen  then  complained  that  there  was  a  history  of  poor  maintenance 
by  the  county.  She  had  a  long  list  of  complaints,  not  many  of-which  were  related-to  this  proposed  project's 
actions,  and  intended-to  turn  the  meeting  into  a  grievance  platform.  She  was  quite  concerned  that  a  school 
bus  had  a  recent  accident  beyond  the  present  crossing's  northerly  end,  which  could  have  resulted  in  serious 
injuries.  Apparently,  the  driver  lost  control  and  the  bus  nearly  left  the  roadway.  At-issue  was  the  lack  of 
guardrails  and  narrow  width  of  the  county's  portion  of  Bundy  Road  (i.e. :  beyondS-568's  northerly  end). 

Mr  Ventura  intervened  with  constructive  guidance  at  this  point  and  redirected  discussions  to  the  matter  at 
hand  (i.e.:  this  proposed  project).  It  was  suggested-that  county  road-maintenance  issues  be  discussed 
separately  after  this  meeting,  and  the  county  officials  offered  their  assistance  for  that  purpose. 

Mr  Ventura  encouraged  all  participants  to  express  their  opinions  constructively.  An  apparent  hesitancy  of 
the  whole  group  to  speak  to  the  facilitator  (i.e. :  Mr  Ventura)  was  evident.  Those  in  favor  of  this  proposed 
project's  "Build"  Alternatives  might  offend  those  opposing-same. 

The  county  Commission  chairman,  the  HonMr  Matthew,  also  encouraged  the  present  effort  to  have  the  whole 
group  express  their  opinions.  The  mood  of  the  group  seemed  to  change.  At  that  time  MrJay  Harrison, 
resident  northwesterly-of  Pompeys  Pillar,  openly-stated  he  was  supportive  of  the  project.  He  admitted 
violating  the  posting  and  knew  he  was  at  risk.  At  this  time  another  resident  stated  that  the  locals  didn't 
"believe"  the  county 's  posted  1 3.6±  metric  tonne  ( 1 5±  ton)  load  rating.  He  mentioned  potential  litigation  to 
the  county.  Violation  of  public  trust  for  preventing  accidents,  fire,  and  public  convenience  could  result-in 
claims  of  upwards-to  $8E6.  One-of  the  residents  who  was  with  the  local  fire  service  supported  this  argument 
and  stated-that  roadway  closure  could  delay  access  to  the  valley's  northwesterly  side  for  up-to  3±  hrs. 

At  this  point  Mr  Ventura  emphasized  the  importance  of  public  safety  and  that  violators  were  at-risk.  An 
"unattractive  alternative"  would  be  to  close  the  present  bridge  to  all,  or  prohibit  truck  traffic  over  it. 

Again,  funding  for  the  project  was  explained  to  a  more-supportive  audience.  State  and  Federal  funding  would 
pay-for  most-of  the  proposed  project  (i.e. :  its  construction),  not  local  taxes.  Mr Ventura  emphasized-that 
MDT  receives  and  benefits  extensively-from  the  Federal  highway  &  bridge-replacement  funding  program. 

It  was  mentioned-by  county  officials  that  the  cost  of  rehabilitation  was  estimated  at  $3/4±B($750,000±),  which 
doesn't  favorably  compare  with  a  new  facility.  Funding  allocations  are  specific-to  this  proposed  action,  and 
if  not  utilized  here,  another  proposed  action  (possibly  in  a  different  county)  could  then  receive  the  allotment. 
These  points  then  seemed  to  be  understood.  A  "straw  vote"  was  taken,  which  encouraged  development  of 
this  proposed  project.  Only  three  of  the  attending  residents  (including  the  landowners  on  both  sides  of  this 
proposed  project's  crossing)  continued  openly-opposing  a  new  bridge. 

New  bridge  Alternatives  A  through  E,  inclusive,  were  then  discussed  in  detail  and  the  majority  of  the  residents 
in-attendance  preferred  Alternative  E's  route  (the  landowners  also  viewed  its  alignment  as  the  least  objection- 
able of  all  the  proposed  new  crossing's).  This  alignment's  new  crossing  would  be  downstream-from  the 
existing  bridge  (easterly-of  the  present  structure),  and  would  be  on  theBLM's  present  route  to  their  NHL. 
This  alternative's  southeasterly  approach  would  pass  very  close-to  the  Pompey's  Pillar  bluff  itself,  and  it  was 
further-revealed  that  the  BLM  was  developing  plans  for  a  new  access  road  some  distance  to  the  east. 
Therefore,  if  selected,  Alternative  E  would  not  be  favorable-to  the  BLM,  and  it  would  be  very  difficult  (at 
best)  to  obtain  an  easement  from  that  agency  for  this  route. 

All-concerned  then  recognized  potential  conflicts  and  differences  of  opinion  over  alignment  preference. 

Local  residents  near  the  bridge  objected-to  public  littering  occurring  at  the  southerly  end  of  the  present  facility. 
They  were  not  openly  supportive  of  MFWP  's  desires  for  MDT  and/or  the  county  to  provide  a  boat  ramp  and 
additional  parking  space  for  river  recreationists. 
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Again,  the  landowners  voiced  strong  opposition  to  this  latter  issue,  and  made  it  known  that  this  was  one-of 
their  principal  objections  (besides  the  use  of  their  field  for  the  southerly  approach  alignments)  to  the  proposed 
new  crossing. 

The  county  Commission  chairman,  the  Hon  Mr  Matthew,  noted-that  they  considered  the  bridge  replacement 
to  be  very  high  on  the  Commission's  list  of  priorities,  and  timely  planning  was  important-to  this  proposed 
project's  development.  The  facilitator,  and  Yellowstone  County's  representatives  demonstrated  a  desire  to 
obtain  the  views  of  those  present  regarding  this  proposed  bridge-replacement  action.  MrVentura  announced 
that  a  larger  opinion  from  local-area  residents  would  be  obtained  by  a  "mailer"  returned  from  Worden-area 
residents.  The  results  of  that  "mailer"  should  be  available  before  this  proposed  project's  next  Informational 
Meeting. 

The  meeting  ended  at  10: 1 5±  PM-MT. 
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With  respect  to  alignment  E;  This  alignment  would  rr^at.p.   many 
objectionable  circumstances  for  the  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic 
Landmark  such  as,  dust,  nnisp.pmint-.inn  (*fr.f    whirh  would  aeat 
with  objection  from  local  and  national  interests. 

With  respect  to  the  need:  It  is  apparently  perceived  by  some  that  the 
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north  of  the  river.  It  can  be  pointed  out  to  these  people  that  there 
is  a  considerable  amount  of  pnhlir  land  f.n    whirh  t-.hp  public-  axasess 
is  gained  by  passage  across  this  bridge.  This  bridge  is  part  of 

a  public  transportation  syshPin  paid  for  and  nspri  by  thB    pnbl  i  r  and 

is  not  the  property  of  a  few. 

With  respect  to  alignment  B:  This  alignment,  in  my  opinion.-  is  the 
most  favorable  in  thai- — i_t — leaves  the  road  where  it  has  been-for 
many  years,  it  avoids  establishing  new  thoroughfares,  it  creates 
the  least  amount  nf  new  right  of  way, — and — Lt — leaves  the  Pompeys 
Pillar  National  historic  Landmark  in  a  better  setting. 


I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  express  my  views  in  this 
manner. 
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Private  Citizen 


1724  Wellington  Place Billings 
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-  COiMMENTS  -     ' 

As  pt-ivatP,   fay-paying  p  i  t  i  ?  p  n  <; o_£ Vp  1  1  n  tJ  <=;  t  nn  p rnnnty,   up  u  i  q  h 

t o  express  our  feelings  about  the  placement  of  the  road  leading  from  t h e 
new  bridge  that  replaces  the  Bundy  Bridge,  near  Pompey's  Rock,  to  the 

Frontage  Road  between  Nibbe  and  Pompey's  Pillar  (the  town  site). 

1 1  is  beyond  our  compr ehent ion  why  the  county  needs  to  go  to  the  expen s  e 
of  buying  new  right-of-way,  plus  taking  land  from  a  good  irrigated  farm 
for  a  new  approach  road  to  the  bridge.   The-  County  (Yellowstone)  already 
has  a  right  of  way  where  the  existing  road  is.   Why  not  place  the  brid g e 
jus  t  up-stream  from  the  old  bridge  and  connect  it  with  the  present  roa d  ? 
Would  save  the  County  of  Yellowstone  (really  the  taxpayers)  a  lot  of  money! ! 
Above  all,  I  don't  think  the  road  should  join  the  road  to  Pompey's  Rock , 
a  s  that  road  is  used  heavily  in  the  summer-time  by  tourists  with  all  s o  r  t  s 
o f  traveling  rigs,  and  it  doesn't  need  the  additional  impact  of  the  tr a f f i c 
from  the  north  side  on  it,  not  to  mention  the  dust  the  farm  trucks  would 


create  , 
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Clark  Trail,  bearing  an  inscription  by 


tUxu.'I  5^'ffi  0^  SmB^  W9RTKJt#'  July  25, 1806,  is  thc  only  rcmaininS  Physical 

T&ffljg£$^/&sf£i '  evidence  on  the  trail  of  the  Lewis  &  Clark  Journey. 
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June    2,    1994 


Mr.    Roy  Ventura   Jr. 

Billings  District  Engineer 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Highways  Division 

Dear  Mr.  Ventura: 

This  letter  is  being  sent  to  you  to  bring  to -.your  attention 
the  feelings  of  the  Pompeys  Pillar  Assoc.  Inc.",  concerning 
the  possible  replacement  of  the  "Bundy"  bridge  near  Pompeys 
Pillar. 

Referring  to  the  aerial  photo  attached  to  your  letter  of 
May  11/  1994/  subject;  Information  Meeting,  "Bundy"  Bridge, 
the  Pompeys  Pillar  Assoc,  Inc.,  would  strongly  object  to 
alignment  "E". 

We  do  not  understand  why  the  bridge  and  road  should  be 

placed  closer  to  the  Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark. 

This  would  detract  from  the  natural  setting  and  quiet  atmosphere 

that  now  exists  at  the  site.  It  becomes  more  difficult  to 

understand  when  one  considers  that  this  alignment  would 

convert  what  is  now  a  private  road  on  the  property  of  a 

National  Historic  Landmark  to  a  public  thoroughfare,  open 

to  use,  full  time,  and  this,  when  there  is  a  long  established 

road  already  available. 


Our  recommendation  would  be  to  fol 
places  the  road  and  traffic  where 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Members  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
Pompeys  Pillar  Association  Inc. 
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Affiliation: 
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-  COMMENTS 


We  are  very  much  in  support  of  a  npw  Bridgp  over    t-hp  EeJLlau= 
stone  at  Pompeys  Pillar,  with  these  conditions.  That  the  old  stee. 
J Arch  Bridqp  hp  prpsprvpfi in-nlarptand  nspri  as  a font S  Bike 


bridge.  Further  that  the  approach  road  to  said  new  bridge,  be 

built  ovpr  thp  lpast  cnsMy  ronfp,  whirh  up  fppl wnnlH  hp  Thp 

Old  or  Present  road-way  and  right  a  way  now  in  use  to  the  present 

bridge.  . ; 

That  the  new  bridge  be  built  up-stream  from  the  present  bridge. 
That  the  present  road  bed  is  very  much  i n-pl ace , and  well  settl- 
ed  and  packed.  That  the  new  approach  road  does  not  go  through  any 
farmers  Farmstead  buildings  lotage. 

We  feel very  strongly  that.that  by  using  the  prpspnr  right-a- 

and  road  bed,can^and  will  reduce  the  cost  of  this  community 


way 


developement .  Which  "is  very. very  important thesp  days. 


Sincerly,   Ballantine  Chapter  of  Montana  Senior  Citizen's  Assn 


By,  Q4U£j2l  ^Cc^JlsLhl^Z  P*M+ 


Chas . A .Banderob.  Pres. 


Box     86 BallantinP.     Ml-.RQDnfi 
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Roy  R.  Ventura,  Jr.  P.E. 

Billings  District  Engineer 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

P.O.  Box  20437 

Billings,  Mt.    59104-0437  "^T    T^j£+«e. 

Re:       Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -0.3  Miles  northwest  of  Pompeys  Pillar  BR  568-1 


(8)2 


In  response  to  the  concerns  expressed  in  the  public  hearing  on  the  above  captioned  project 
I  wish  to  express  the  following  comments: 

1.  Will  the  new  bridge  handle  heavier  loads?  (2  inquiries) 

The  new  bridge  will  handle  heavier  loads  and  will  address  the  concern  on  loading. 

2.  Is  the  old  bridge  really  unsafe?       (6  inquiries) 

The  Federal  rating  system  rates  the  bridge  in  the  replacement  category  with  a 
sufficiency  less  than  50.  Relying  on  that  evaluation  the  bridge  is  unsafe. 

3.  Negative  Impact  on  Historical  scene  feared.  (12  concerned) 

The  upper  structure  members  of  the  existing  bridge  are  only  visible  from  the  top 
of  the  Pompey  Pillar  Monument.  With  the  new  construction  methods  it  is  very 
possible  that  the  new  bridge  will  not  be  visible  from  the  monument.  Visibility 
could  be  determined  and  considered  in  the  final  location  and  design  of  the  new 
structure. 

4.  Asking  for  comparison  between  restoration  cost  and  new  construction.  (  5  inquiries) 

Life  cycle  analysis  indicate  that  the  most  economical  direction  is  to  replace  the 
bridge,as  determined  by  highway  department  analysis.  The  cost  of  maintenance 
will  also  be  substantially  reduced. 


5.  Where  will  the  rest  of  the  money  come  from?        (7  concerned) 
We  cannot  have  our  taxes  increased  any  more!      (9  concerned) 

This  is  one  of  the  two  areas  of  most  concern  expressed  in  the  meetings.  With  the 
existing  resources  available  to  the  County,  the  most  economical  method, 
minimizing  local  tax  impact,  is  to  replace  it  through  the  MDOT  administered 
program. 

6.  Will  the  new  bridge  last  like  this  one  has?  (1  concerned) 

We  would  expect  that  it  would  last  as  long. 

7.  It  should  take  the  least  possible  farm  land  out  of  production.        (14  concerned) 
Utilizing  existing  roads  to  limit  farm  land  taking.  (3  concerned) 

This  is  one  of  the  two  top  areas  of  concern.  Recognition  of  the  issue,  and 
designing  to  take  as  little  farm  land  as  economically  feasible,  and  meeting  the 
design  standards,  are  the  best  ways  to  mitigate  this  concern. 

8.  A  new  bridge  will  greatly  increase  vandalism  and  trespassing.       (3.5  concerned) 
Present  bridge  is  sufficient  for  the  number  of  people  who  should 

be  using  it.  (2  comments) 

A  new  one  lane  bridge  will  be  enough  for  the  area  traffic.  (2  comments) 

We  have  noted  in  the  past  year  or  two  an  effort  by  some  of  the  public,  particularly 
in  areas  similar  to  this,  an  attempt  to  control  the  level  of  public  access,  by 
continuing  hazardous  or  poor  conditions  on  local  roadways  or  facilities.  I  believe 
a  majority  of  the  comments  reflect  that  attitude  in  this  case.  This  concern  is  a 
supposition  at  this  point  and  not  sustainable  in  fact.  If  in  fact  this  is  the  case,  the 
method  is  not  appropriate  to  accomplish  the  purpose. 

As  you  have  noted  in  your  letter  there  were  many  issues  addressed  to  the  County  on  the 
maintenance  and  operational  plans  of  the  County.  Some  of  those  issues  involve  the  above 
captioned  bridge.  The  immediate  bridge  issues  involve  geometries,  grades,  slopes  and 
guard  rail  of  the  approaches.  We  have  been  attempting  to  deal  with  the  land  owner  to 
provide  right  of  way  to  solve  the  problems.  Others  involve  our  classification  of  the  road 
system  routes  in  the  area.  A  key  element  of  the  classification  and  service  level  of  some  of 
the  road  network  will  be  dependent  on  the  service  level  of  this  bridge. 


I  request  your  continued  support  on  the  replacement  of  this  bridge.  It  is  a  critical  factor  in 
the  overall  bridge  program  of  Yellowstone  County. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  or  if  I  may  be  of  further  service,  please  let  me  know. 


Sincerely, 


James  E.  Logan,  PS 
Yellowstone  County  Surveyor 


cc:  Commissioners 
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August    6,     1997 

MONTANA  DEPT.  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

BILLINGS  DISTRICT 
BILLINGS,  MONTANA 
Mr.    Bruce    Barrett 
District    Supervisor 
Highway   Division   District    Office 
424   Morey 
Billings,    MT    59101 

Dear  Bruce, 

I  am  writing  to  you  about  the  meeting  held  July  30  at  the 
Pompeys  Pillar  National  Historic  Landmark  concerning  the 
replacement  of  the  Bundy  Bridge.  As  you  may  recall,  I  was 
one  of  the  people  there  representing  the  Pompeys  Pillar 
Association,  Inc.  We  are  the  cooperating  organization 
working  with  the  BLM,  doing  what  we  can  to  develop  and 
enhance  the  public  use  of  the  Landmark. 

I  am  writing  as  an  individual  and  not  as  a  representative  of 
any  organization.  My  purpose  is  to  express  my  satisfaction 
and  respect  for  you  and  the  other  members  of  the  team 
present  there,  representing  the  State  of  Montana.  All 
questions  were  answered,  all  options  explained,  sequence  of 
actions  were  made  understandable  and  I  felt  that  a  very  good 
job  was  done. 

My  experience  in  Federal  Civil  Service  leads  me  to  conclude 
that  employees  doing  the  work  for  the  public,  seldom  hear 
compliments  from  that  public. 

You  are  all  to  be  complimented  for  a  job  well  done. 
Respectfully , 


4ra  C.  Ju! 
117  Tam  0 ' Shanter  Rd. 
Billings,  MT  59105 


APPENDIX  G:  PROJECT  CHRONOLOGY 


Project  Chronology  for  the  Yellowstone  River  Bridge  -  NorthWest  of  Pompeys  Pillar 


Date 


Event 


Comments 


September  28,  1993 

October  6,  1993 
October  7,  1993 


November  12,  1993 

November  26,  1993 
December  6,  1993 


Preconstruction 
Meeting  (Ne  1) 

Field  Review 

Preconstruction 
Meeting  (N2  2) 


Field  Review  & 
Planning  Report 


Established  Project  Management  Team  and  project 
"milestones"  (key  points  in  development  stages). 

MDT  Staff,  BLM,  MFWP,  YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY 
Commissioners  and  Surveyor  attended. 

BLM  expressed  the  desire  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
adopt  the  existing  NRHP-eligible  "Bundy"  bridge,  and 
surrounding  area  as  part-of  their  NHL.  It  was  noted 
that  alignment  selection  and  bridge  location  could  not 
be  established  until  this  issue  was  resolved. 

Yellowstone  County's  representatives  expressed 
that  continued  ownership  and  maintenance  by  them 
was  not  desired. 

MFWP  discussed  their  preference  to  develop  public 
access  for  a  boat  ramp  and  Fishing  Access  Site  as  part 
of  this  proposed  project. 

Other  issues/items  needed: 

1)  archaeological/cultural  resources  survey  along 
the  northerly  approach's  proposed  alignment; 

2)  comments  from  other  MDT   Bureaus  on  the 
proposed  alignments; 

3)  consider  "hydraulic  integrity"  of  Pompeys  Pillar 
Creek  along  proposed  northerly  alignment. 

Provided  initial  project  information  and  introduced 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C. 


Cooperating  Agency     DNRC  and   BLM  requested  to  be  Cooperating 
Requests  Agencies  on  environmental  documentation. 

Cooperating  Agency     BLM  responds  agreeing  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency. 


December  16,  1993      News  Release 


January  4,  1994 
May  5,  1994 


Preconstruction 
Meeting  (N2  3) 

Public  Informational 
Meeting  (continued- 
on  next  page) 


Distributed-to:  "Billings  Gazette,"  "Billings  Times" 
"Yellowstone  County  News"  KBLG-AM  &  KRKS- 
FM,  KCTR-AM  &  FM,  KZLS-FM,  KGHL-AM  & 
KIDX-FM,  and  KULR-TV. 

MDT  staff,   BLM  and  landowners  attended  a  project 
review  at  the  site.  The  Team  agreed  that  a  public 
informational  meeting  would  be  necessary. 

Approximately  35  people  attended  this  event  held-at 
the  Huntley  Project  High  School  in  Worden. 

Consensus  of  opinion  from  the  local  residents  attending 
the  public  meeting  was  supportive.  Only  3  of  the 
attending  residents  (these  included  the  landowners) 
were  opposed-to  a  new  bridge. 


Project  Chronology  for  Yellowstone  River  Bridge 
Page  2 


Date 


Event 


Comments 


May  5,  1994 


May  6,  1994 


July  21,  1994 
July  26,  1994 


Fall,  1994  through 
Summer,  1996 

January  3,  1997 

March  31,  1997 
April  8,  1997 

May  28,  1997 
June  16,  1997 


Public  Informational 
Meeting  (conclusion) 


Preconstruction 
Meeting  (N2  4) 


Preconstruction 
Meeting  (N2  5, 
Conference  Call 

Preconstruction 
Meeting  (N2  6) 


Project  Development 
suspended 

SHPO  Letter 

Cooperating  Agency 
Request  Letters 


Purpose  &  Need  for  the  project  was  explained.  New 
bridge  was  based-on  the  poor  condition,  load  limita- 
tions, and  expense  of  maintaining  the  existing  structure. 

Alternatives  were  discussed  in-detail  and  the  local 
residents  preferred  E.  It  was  mentioned-that  both 
Alternatives  D  &  E  conflict  w/BLM's  plans  for  their 
NHL's  access  road.    MDT   announced-that  a  wider 
opinion  would  be  solicited  (w/a  return  "mailer")  from 
Worden-area  residents,  including  those  in-attendance. 

It  was  recognized  that  the  alignments  for  Alternate's  D 
&  E  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the  BLM,  while  neither 
B  nor  C  would  be  favorable  to  local  residents;  and  the 
landowners  strongly-opposed  a  new  crossing  upstream 
from  the  present  bridge.  Each  route  was  discussed, 
and  it  was  agreed-that  all  would  take  more  study. 

Based-on  both  the  county's  and  general  public's 
support,   MDT   proceeded  "/project  development  by 
pursuing  the  development  of  Alternative  A. 

Discussion  on  how  to  proceed  in  terms  of  the 
development  of  the  EA.  Established  the  need-for  a 
Visual  Impact  Assessment,  and  completing  the 
archaeological/historical/cultural  resources  report. 

Identified  need  to  hold  a  "decision-makers"  meeting 
with  "key  personnel"  from  the  BLM,  FHWA,  MDT, 
MFWP,  NPS,  SHPO,  and  possibly  the  CoE. 

Work  on  project  development  slows,  then  halts  due-to 
changes  in  both   MDT   personnel  and  funding  program. 

SHPO  concurs  w/NRHP-eligibility  of  "Camp  N244"  site 
(24YL666)  on  new  bridge's  northerly  approach. 

BLM,  DNRC  and  MFWP  requested  to  be  Cooperating 
Agencies  as  project  development  "restarted." 


Cooperating  Agency     DNRC  responds/agrees  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency. 


Scope-of-Work 
Report 


Letter  to  environ- 
mental consultant 


Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  discussed,  but  neither  D  nor 
E.  Also,  stated-that  "Due  to  vigorous  public  opposition 
to  acquiring  any  more  of  the  irrigated  crop  field  than 
the  absolute  minimum  necessary,"  (MDT  will  proceed) 
"with"  (the  development-of  Alternative)  "A." 

May  28th  Scope-of-Work  Report  "withdrawn."  EA 
should  evaluate  both  A  and  B  on  an  "equal  basis." 
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Date 


Event 


Comments 


July  30,  1997 


August  14,  1997 


September  2,  1997 


February  19,  1998 


Meeting  at  Pompeys 
Pillar  NHL  Visitors 
Center 


(2nd)  Scope-of-Work 
Report 


MOA  on  Historic 
Resources 

Alignment  and  Grade 
Review- 


April  14  &  15,  1998 


April  15,  1998 


April  17,  1998 


Bridge  Adoption 
Offer 


Alignment  Review 
Report 


Adoption  Response 


MDT  staff,  Yellowstone  County  Commissioner, 
landowners,  and  concerned  citizen  in-attendance. 

A  concerted  effort  was  made  to  minimize  Alternative 
A's  impacts;  however,  due-to  safety  considerations 
from  sharp  curve  on  proposed  new  bridge's  southerly 
end,  it  was  no  longer  considered  a  feasible  alternative. 
MDT  to  proceed */ Alternative  C's  development. 

This  superseded  the  May  28th  Report,  which  became 
void.  Also-stated  that  "due  to  safety  factors  involved 
with  a  curved  bridge    .     .     .    MDT   will  proceed  with 
Alignment  'C'."  (sic) 

Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  ACHP,  FHWA, 
MDT,  and  SHPOw/"Stipulations"  required-for  both  the 
existing  "Bundy"  bridge  and  "Camp  Ns  44"  sites. 

MDT  staff,  county  Commissioner,  landowner,  and  lease 
holder  reviewed  Alternative  C  on-site.  Both  land- 
owner and  leaseholder  remain  opposed-to  new  bridge, 
and  attempted-to  revive  consideration  for  Alternatives 
A  or  E  (strongly  favoring  the  latter).  MDT's  Billings 
District  (N2  5)  Administrator  offered  a  compromise  w/a 
bridge  on  a  broadly-curved  alignment  to  try  and  reduce 
RoW/easement  and  Prime  Farmlands  impacts. 

"Follow-up"  meeting  in  Billings  between  MDT  staff  and 
MFWP  Billings  Region  (N2  5)  representatives;  latter 
insisted-on  an  effort  to  provide  a  Fishing  Access  Site/ 
boat  ramp/parking  area  on  southwesterly  approach  to 
present  bridge.  MDT's  Billings  District  (N2  5)  Admini- 
strator stated-that  the  MFWP  would  need-to  negotiate 
directly  "/landowner  to  obtain  property  necessary  as 
existing  S-568  easement  reverts-to  the  latter  upon 
completion  of  proposed  new  southwesterly  approach. 

Articles  were  printed  in  the  "Billings  Gazette"  and 
"Missoulian"  (respectively,  by  date)  offering  the 
existing  "Bundy"  bridge  for  "adoption." 

Report  identified  a  new  alignment  (Alternative  F)  w/a 
curved  structure,  and  reduced  impacts  on  productive 
Prime  Farmland  as-were  requested-by  the  landowner. 

As  reported  in  the  "Yellowstone  County  News,"  a 
local  resident  is  interested-in  forming  a  group  to 
"adopt"  the  existing  "Bundy"  bridge. 
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Date 


Event 


Comments 


April  23,  1998 

June  16,  1998 

July  24,  1998 

September  2,  1998 
November  10,  1998 


Adoption  Response 


Revised  (2nd)  Scope 
of  Work  Report 

Revised  (3rd)  Scope 
of  Work  Report 

Bridge  Adoption 

Preferred  Alternative 
Conference  Call 


January  29,  1999  SHPO  Letter 


March  24,  1999 


Cooperating 
Agencies 


As  reported  in  the  "Billings  Gazette"  the  Yellowstone 
River  Parks  Association  requested  both  the  BLM  and 
Yellowstone  County  to  consider  "adopting"  the  bridge. 

This  was  a  "red-lined"  version  of  the  Feb.  19th  Report, 
reviewing  changes  due-to  Alternative  F's  revised 
alignment . 

Report  for  Alternative  F,  which  was  developed-as  a 
compromise  in  response-to  the  landowner's  concerns. 

Agreement  between  MDT  and  Yellowstone  County  for 
the  latter  to  retain  ownership-of  the  existing  bridge. 

Alternative  F  identified-as  MDT's  "preferred"  option 
during  discussions  between  Billings  District  (N2  5), 
Environmental  Services,  and  environmental 
consultant's  staff.  Alternatives  A  &  B  had  been 
eliminated  for  safety  reasons;  while  D  &  E  were 
dropped  due-to  BLM's  concerns  and  conflicts  tt /plans 
for  their  Pompeys  Pillar  NHL.  Alternative  C  was 
retained  for  review  within  the  EA,  but  not  on  an  "equal 
basis"  W/F  due-to  landowner's  position. 

SHPO  concurs-that  proposed  project  will  have  "no 
effect"  on  the  "Bundy"  bridge's  NRHP  eligibility. 

BLM  and  YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY  PUBLIC  WORKS 
DEPT.  respond  (by  "FAX"  and  phone  call,  respectively) 
w/reviews-of  ROUGH   DRAFT    EA    +    '94(f) 
(distributed-to  Cooperating  Agencies  on  Mar.4^1;  no 
other  responses  were  received). 


April  23,  1999 


EA    +    P4 (f) 


MDT  &  FHWA  approval-for  public  circulation/review. 


"Alternative  accessible  formats  of  this  document 
will  be  provided  on  request." 


